ft if 





ED 070 163 



TITLE 



INSTITUTION 
SPONS AGENCY 
PUB DATE 
NOT^ 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



ABSTRACT 



Florida Schoolhouse Systems Project. Second Phase 
Report. ) 
Florida State Dept. of Education, Tallahassee. 
Educational Facilities Labs., Inc., New York, N.Y. 
Jul 70 
72p. 

MF-$0.65 HC-$3.29 

Bids ; Constructionv Costs ; F*Cons truction Programs ; 
♦Cost Effectiveness;! Evaluation; ^Fast Track 
Scheduling; Graphs; Prefabrication; '^School 
Construe tion ; Structural Buildings Systems j^^^*^ 
Approach; Tables (Data) 

Florida^^Schoolhousev Systems; ^Schoolr Construction ; 
Systems Development; SCSD^ 



^ This report summarizes the results of a program 

initiated in July of 1967 that was based on the findings and 
recommendations of the First Phase Report, which was completed in 
June of 1967. Seventeen different school dj.stricts participated in 
* systems' programs, and 20 new schools and additions were completed 
during the 1968-69 school year. Evaluative studies of these schools 
by members of the Schoolhouse Systems Project indicate an agreement 
on the superiority of these' buildings. Some, of the improvements 
include a better learning environment, more functional space, and 
space that has a higher degree of future adaptability. In addition, 
systems' construction costs were no ^ more than those of conventionally 
designed buildings. Construction time was reduced significantly for 
.systems schools--20 conventionally designed elementary schools took 
14' percent longer to build than the 14 systems /elementaries; eight 
conventionally designed secondary schools' took 60.5 percent longer to 
build than the eight systems secondaries. Problems associated with 
the systems approach and t recommendations for future building programs 
are discussed. Five appendixes contain a clarification of terms a 
list of all systems projects^ the cost data for each school, the 
construction cost data, and a proposed construction program for 
1970-73. h related document is ED 032 733. (Author/MLF) 



t I 

'4 

^ i\ 



t I 

t I 

^ I 



a: 



ERIC 



s£> 
O 

o 
o 

UJ 



: U S: DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. , 
EOUCATION& WELFARE 
OFFICE OF EOU CATION . . 

THIS OOCUMCNT HAS BEEN RE PRO 
OUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM 
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG ; 
IN ATtNG IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN 
IONS STATEO DO NOT ' NECESSARILY 
REPRESENT OrnClAL OFFICE OF EOU 
CATION POSITION OR POLICY i :: 



^^^OND PHAS'E 

to mm Iff m w wj(i 




ERIC 



O 

a 



PttMEp_20MBEST:AVAIMBlE 



COPY 



■■ vif'^.-v- 



1? • < 



O 

o 
o 

UJ 



SECOND PHASE REPORT 



FLORIDA SCHOOLHOUSE SYSTEMS PROJECT 



'0:. . 

■f-k 



1 



SPONSORED 



B Y 



FLORIDA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
AND 

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES LABORATORIES , INC. 



FLOyD T. CHRISTIAN 
COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION 
TALLAHASSEE , FLORIDA 

JULY, 1970 



Etc 



■ STATE OF FLORIDA ; . 

FLOYD T,\ CHRISTIAN :\ ' 
Commissioner of Education 



J(«N.SEAy 

Deputy Connissioner 



JAMES T; CAMPBELL [ 
Associate Commissioner 



SHELLEY S. BOOI^y Director \ 

Division of Elementary - and Secondary Education 



CHARLES E. CHICK, Chief 
Bureau of School Facilities 



JOHN E. JUSTUS, Assistant ' Chief 
Bureau of School Facilities 



EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES lABORATORXEsj INC. 
HAROLD B. CORES, President 

JC»IATHAN KING , Vice President & Treasurer 

ALAN C. GREEN, AIA, Secretary \ 



.1 ■ 

■ i 



FLORIDA SCHOQLHOUSE SYSTEMS PROJECT 
HAROLD L. CRAMTO, Project Educ^^ 

JiWES YATES BRUCE, AIA, Project Ardiitect 



JAMES RICHARD BARNES, AIA; Asst. P^ 

WILLIAM BISHOP, Consulting Engineer, Structural 



CHARLES HEALEY, Consulting Engineer, Mechanical 



HENN REBANE, Consultiiig Engineer, Electrical 



NELL PLAPFERT, Project Secretary 



EARLENE GLENN, Secretary 



COMMISSIONER'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 
SCHOOL BUILDING RESEARCH 

RALPH R. POSTQN, Chairman 

Senator, State of Florida Legislature 



Ier| c: 



3 



D. ROBERT GRAHAM, Vice Chairman 
Representative, State of Florida Legislature 



PHILIP F. ASHLER, Vice Chancellor 
Board of Regents . 



JOHN K. BATSTONE 

' 'I, 1 Batstone Construction Cooqpany 



At 

r 



UMNE F * fi£TT8 V State School Architect : 
Department of Education 



ROBERT L. GRAIN, Member 
IX Consulting Engineers Council of Florida 



ANDREW J. FBRENDINO, Architect to the Board 
Dade County School Board 



EUGENE C. FIGG , JR. , Jlember 
Florida ^Engineering S&dety 



ir) , STANLEY I. HAND, Executive Director 



Florida Concrete & Products Association 



FORREST M. KELLEY, Architect to the Board 
Board of Regents 



C* W. IiACY, Member 

f.^ , Florida School Board Association 



Board of Regents 

P\ HERBERT E. PHILLII>S, Membor 



JTJLIUS F. PARKER, JR. , Member 



Community College Presidents Council 



N. LEE SAYERS, Member 
School Plant Planners Association 



is 

R. H. SEMON, President 



Florida Building Trades ^ Council 



THOMAS C. TODD, Member 

Association of District Superintendents 



RICHARD J. VEENSTRA, Member 

Florida Association of American Institute of Architects 



H. LESLIE VAUCER, Fast President 

Florida Association of American Institute of Architects 



ADVISORS TO THE COMMITTEE 

JONATHAN mo. Vice President 
Educational Facilities Laboratories, Inc. 

|fe JAMES R. STRAWBRIDGE, Division of CoBBmmlty Colleges 

|i^f Vi: ^ Department of Education 

i:\nr • ? 

CI\lv : Department of Education 




AC K N 0 W L E D G MEN T S 



Many people have contributed to the succe s 8 of the 
progrcun and it is iiiq^^ 



The architects i engineers and contractors who vera 
involved in the projects should all rece ive con- 
isiderahle credit. 



'■ r ■•.■.''('}l,y,<- •;. 



The Members of the Buildiiig R^ 
ComndtteeV listed on the preceding page , contri- 
buted yaiuable advice; and communicated with their 
respective orgaxiizations. W^^ ; 
the program co\d.d not have succeeded* 



Ote Florida Legislature provided ^^^^^c^ 



Educationial Facilities Laboratories contributed^^^^^^^^ 
much more than moneyv J^^ , Vice President 

and Treasurer of EFL, continues to 
advice and encoxiragement when it is most needed. 



5 



CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS Page 1 

I. INTRODUCTION '. Pa«e 1 

II. OWRVmt Page k 

III. . COST DATA Page 7 

IV. COHSTRUCTION TIME P&ge ll^ 

V. PROBLEMS ; Page 23 

VI. CURHBNT PROGRAMS Page 26 

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRAMS ..^ Page 28 

VIII. APPENDIX A 

Clarification of Terms Page 31 

IX. APPENDIX B 

List of All Systems Projects - School 
Districts, Architects & General 

Contractors Page 3^ 

X. APPENDIX C 

Cost For Each School — Program IJV. 
Program 2, Program 3, Clay-Duval , 
Martin County, Alachua-Hernando 

Counties • • Page 38 

XI. APPENDIX D 

Construction Cost Data - All Schools • • Page 5^ 

XII. APPENDIX E 

Proposed Construction Program - Building 
Programs for K-12, Vocational, Community 
Colleges and Uxiiversities Page 61 



INTRODUCTION 



THE BEGINNBI6 



In the first few months of operation the staff evaluated the 
School Construction -Systems Development^ : 
the only oiie in North America with building 
members visited twelve school buildings in California , Nevada , 
Illinois and Georgia y axid one commercial building in Georgia, all 
built using at least four major subsystems develope 
Program. 

y D this period the staff also met in fifteen school dis- 
tricts in Florida on request aji^ 

completed building in each districts ; The conclusion ^^w^^ 

SCSD components offered a learning environm 

to that: of 70 to 80 percent of ^ t^ and the 

potential for adapting the interiors was better tte 

schools including community colleges* \ 

u I Architects and e of the development 

team, and architects and educators who wer^ 

in bikldings were interviewed. T^^ process and procedures were : 
evaluated as well as the building products. 

^^^^^ ; 

SCSD Program • A review, of user needs as compared to that of Cal- ; 
ifomia indicated that the ' education' programs in Florida and Cal- 
if ornia were similar/ and manifeistixig the > 

were visited ; in i diverse locations to see that products were avail- 
able and ; flexible design solutions^were possible ^ Boards of ; educa- 
tionv administratorsv axid^^G^ 

a program whii^ wo\jld produce resiilts quickly, and from which they 
could withdraw without upsetting a guaranteed market necessary to 
make the program a success. 

The sixty-seven school districts of Florida indicated a poten- 
tial market of fifteen million dollars of construction with a hoped 
for conq;)letion date of August, 1968 and an interest in using pre - 
coordinated building components. 

The calendar on page 3 is reprinted from the First Phase 
Report. Actually only six courageous architects, with a total of 



three and one .half ndlU : of oonstruction ^ remained in the 

program to completion of the buildings t^^^^^ Prog- 
ram I9 Programs 2 and 3 both doubled in size. 



THE RESULTS 



Performance specifications can be adapted to meet local condi- 
tions related to climate and code requirements in many cases without 
adverse economic results* For exaxnple 9 Florida does not requi 
structiiral bracing for seismic load but does require structt^ 
bracing fbr hurricane winds • ^ Hiis type of change is easy to obtain* 

: i Suppliers o be developed 

rather rapidly by off ering successive programs of: size as incentive . 

or performance ±6 also available . 

■ Ideas concerning n 
ram using the currently revised SSP Perf^ 

tentatively^scheduled for bidding around January - 1, 1971* It will 

probably be called SSP No. If. ^^ U^ 

written and the entire program will be reviewed • 

y ^ A lar^ey 1^ 

and Justifiable only when something i neededvidiich doesnVli! exist or 
if < a j sigxiif icant upgradizig of ^q 
beginnizig in Floarida that fit ^[bhisrneed.^ 

for community i colleges and universities is beginning . '!User Require- 
ments" for ;comrauxdty colleges are ^^n^ 

building systems program will begin soon and "Use r Re quirement s !' f or 
the program are partially completed. 
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I OVERVIEW 



A feasibility study ms initiated in October, 1966. The First 
Phase Report was completed June, 1967, and a program based on iEe 
rindings and recommendations of the report was started July ^ I967 . • 
The results of the program are summarized in this report* ^ 

The objectives of the program were: 

1. To boiild better schools 
2« Tb build more economically 
3* To build faster 

^^^^^^^^^^^ :P^^ there were no systems schools in Florida. 

Between October ,1967 and October^ I969 thirty separate school 
projects were bid with a construction budget of approximately 
$30 ,000,000 and an area of approximately 2,000,000 square feet. 
This volume of work , i is in excess of * aO^& of the new school construc- 
tion for that period* 



TABLE I 







SYSTEM 


8 PROGRAMS 




PROGRAM 


scEboLs : 


SYSZBNB BID DAIS 


BH. FT. GROSS AREA 


TO!CAIi CQRBTmJCTIOn COST 


SSPl-A 




October I967 


280,800 


$ 3 961$ ,000 .00 


LBOn 


1 


Januanr 1967 


68,000 


950,000.00 


S8P 2 


9 


August 1968 


U85,000 


8,150,000.00 


SSP 3 


8 


Deeombar 1968 


5^H>000 


7|17U,000.00 


GIAY.DUVAL 


3 


June 1969 


li75,000 


8|U27 ,910.00 


MARTQI 


1 


August 1969 


61,000 


916,692.00 


JUUGOJA - 




October 1969 






HBRNMfDO 


2 


150,000 


1,079»703.00 


TOXAL 


90 




2i060,800 


♦ 30,313,305.OO 



Seventeen different school districts have pMticipated in sys- 
tems programs with three diistricts participating in two separate 
programs . Twenty- jeven^^M participated and ; 

three firms have been involved in two programs* 

; Twenty new schools and additions are completed and in use. 
All of these schools were visited by the Schoolhouse Systems 
vlto)ject (SSP) s;taff.. 
that the buildixigs are better, n 
learrkng environment i more ^'^^^f^ 

higher degree of future: adaptability ^ In addition y the architects r 
have done very well to meet the challenge of designing exteriors 
with a variety of aesthetically good solutions* 

The challenge was to build better buildings at no additional 
cost andxthis has occurred .^1^ 

: more thjaii convent ioiially de signed buildings • In fact > dur ixig the : 
last yesj* of i the^p^ systems ^buildings averaged ! slightly v 

;1ms thaji the: stette avera^^ 

cost : i&i ; most cohtrbversicd and it i s ^ difficult to ; make figures com- v 
parablei • Ihe only completely comparable : figures available are those I 
fbr the systemis bids^^ 

which! are all carefully checked uniformity. However, 

evidence V exists ttot on singl i buildings of less than IpO , 000 square; 
f eetv the systems costs ' are comparable to conventional construction • 
When the volume of construction increases to 500 ,000 square feet , the 
cost ireduces 2C^ evidence it would 

seem wise to of fer larger packages of work to bidders when possible • 

conventiona^y designed elemeiitai'ies|^^w^ 
1968-69 fiscal y^ear were^ b 

ifburteen systems eieraentaries funded^i^ same' year. Eight ; 

.conventionally designed secondaries^ f 

built in an average of 60 • ^ longer time than eight sys tems se condarie s 
Construction; time was significauitiy reduced for systems schools and 
there is promise of greater reduction* 

In September, I968, the School Building Research Advi so xy 
Committee began work- The program adopted for the current fiscal year 
has three parts: 

1. Evaluation of past programs; 

2. Identification of "User Requirements" for 



all levels of education in Florida » 
kindergarten through university; 

3* Assist local school districts, architects 
and engineers in the use of systems* 

Future programs may incliide both research and development for 
new building systems and volume bidding to reduce cost of existj^ 
school buil.ding systems • The primary purpose of the Schoolhouse 
Systems Project is to carry on research into the needs of education 
and the development of new products to solve the problems ^ich are 
identified. !Diere is a significant cost reduction potential in 
volume bidding of scliool building subsystems for state wide pur- 
chasing, in a manner similar to that used for purchasing school buses* 

The remainder of this report is to elaborate on and support the 
statements made in this brief Introductory summazy* 
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COST DATA 



In late 1966 and eaxly 1967 the biggest q was whether a 

systems school could be purchased for the construction budgets pre- 
vailizig in Florida. These budgets were $1^.00^^^ per square 

foot less than the budgets of the California school districts irtiich 
were in a previous systems prograjny School Construction Systems 
Development (SCSD) . Bidding in Program 1-A proved it could be done. 
FinGLl construction costs averaged very close to the amounts budgeted 
for the projects and very neaxly the same as non-systems schools* 
See Graph I. The puiiKJse of grouping t^^ buildings of Program 
IJl for systems bidding was to Increase interest in the program and 
develop bidder competition 5 thereby reducing cost* 
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It is possible to build schools at a cost lover than to 
which are using the school building systems but it appears to be 
most difficult 5 if not impossible, to build scdiools \diich meet the 
same educational requirements, which have as good an enfvlronment 
and which use as Mgh quality materials for as low a cost « ^ 

One of the signifiCBJit educational requirements is to provide 
for future unknown changes. This requires space that can be changed 
conveniently and economi cally . The requirement for change is based 
on the premise that clmnge in the world is rapid and accelerating, 
and education must be able to respond in order to satisfy future needs* 
Buildings without pre -coordinated building subsystems fail to provide 
as high a degree of adaptability as is found in systems buildings* 
In order to develop the same degree of adaptability in non-systems 
buildings, architects isind engineers would have to produce more work 
than they could afford within the traditional fee schedule* The cost 
of the facility would also be prohibitive * 

In Program 1-A four subsystems were pre-bid: structure, lighting/ 
ceiling , heating/ventilating/air conditioning (HVAC) and interior parti- 
tions- The interior partition prices were evaluated and rejected* The 
structural subsystem /l/ averaged $1.6l7 per sqxiare foot, the HVAC /2/ 
at $2*108 an^d lighting/ceiling /3/ at ^^$^^ 

systems made up 33 to 37 percent of the constniction costs six 
schools in the project* General contract costs raiiged from^^ 
$17.08 and per pupil costs ranged from $900 t 



/l/ The structiiral subsystem was steel and included anchor bolts, 
leveling plates, column ba;5e plates, 8" square tube columns, open 
web girders, open web purlins and deformed metal deick* The cojst for 
this structural subsystem included erection or labor costs. 

72/ The HVAC subsystem was ipof mounted multizone equipmentj nom- 
inally 22 tons per unit, with up to 12 zones per unit, hot and cold 
deck, flexible terminal duct and relocatable supply air dif f users- 
Re turn air was through the lighting/ceiling s^y^ 

/3/ The lighting/ceiling subsystem was suspended slightly below the 
structure with a grid system capable of sustaining partition loads at 
random locations* Ttie ceiling was a combination of coffers and flats. 
The light source was locistted in the apex of the coffers* The HVAC 
system "helps" the lighting/ceiling system by bringing the return air 
over the lamp and ballast, increasing the life of each and increasing 
the output by a factor of 1*17« The light ing/ce^ system "helps" 
the HVAC system by having integral air distribution boots and slots 
and return air slots. The distribution boots are relocatable. 



Program 2 schools were bid In August 1968. Nine separate 
projects with neco^ly ^00,000 square feet of space made up the pro- 
gram- !Diree schools were new and six vezHs additions* Tb the original 
three subsystems were added cabinets , carpeting , and interior peti- 
tions (demountable) 9 operable panel and operable accordian. The 
structural bid averaged $1.280 per square foot; the HVAC $2.106 and the 
lighting/ceiling $0-931 • 

TABLE II 









S UBS Y ST ENS 


C 0 S T 


S 








FBOORAM 


SCHOOLS 


BID 
DATE 


SQ.>T. 
QRQSS AREA 


STRUCTURE 


COSTS 
C/L 


in/Ac 


toia£ 


ACTUAL* 
CHANGR 


HJUS**' 
KSCUUTION 


1-A 


6 


Oct. '67 


«8o,eoo 


$ 1.617 




2.108 


5.l3rt 








9 


Aug. '68 


Utt$,000 


1.280 


.931 


2.106 


U.317 


-16* 


-21* 




8 


Dec.*6ti 


5Ulj000 


1.16U 


1.1*15 


2.255 


U.56U 


-la* 


-18* 


Clay-Duva: 


- 3 




U75»000 


1,26 


0.97 


2.35 


U.5fiO 


-10.7< 


-20.7* 


Martin 


1 


Au«.'69 


'r>,l?«l 


1.275 


1.191 


2.679 


5.1U*5 


tl 


-1<* 


Alachua- 
Hernando 


■ 2 . ,■ 


Oct.'69 


6l,}i00 


1.206 


1.111 




5.75H 


+12.»i< 


+ ,0Ji* 


*A11 changQB are from the total ($5 • 13B) of Program 1»A 










^Inflation figure of M per month added fdr each month elapsed after 
bid for Brogram 1-A (October, 1967). 







Comparing the basic three subsystems bids in both Program 1 -A 
and Program 2, the average per square foot cost went down from $5*138 
to $lf.317j or a reduction of l6^. Program 2 was bid ten months later 
than Program 1-A and even a modest construction cost rise of l/2fo per 
month /If/ makes the inflation figure 5^ and the difference in price 21^. 

In December, 1968, less than four months after Program 2, a third 
program was bid which included eight schools in only three districts* 
The volume of work remained at approximately one-half million square 
feet. All six subsystems categories that were bid in Program 2 were 
repeated in Program 3* The six systems make up kO to k3 percent of the 
total construction costs* 

The structural cost again was lower than the previous bid and 
averaged $l.l6lf per square foot , HVAC was $2,255 per square foot and 
lightixig/ ceiling was |i. 11^5^^ The average of $lt.5lf6 

was about 5^ higher than Program 2, which was bid four months earlier, 
but still about l8)^ lo\fer than Program 1-A , bid fourteen months earlier , 
when the l/2^t per month inflation factor is added. 



LOCAL PROGRAMS 

During the spring of 1969 the Commissioner ' s Advisory Committee 
on School Building Research recommended that state bidding programs 
conducted by the SSP staff stop to allow time for evaluation of past 
programs > but that the Department of Education staff help anyone re- 
questing aid to run a program with bids received locally. 

In June , 1969? the first locally received bids , for systems in 
Florida , we re opened in Jacksonville . Two s chools in Duval County were 
Joined with one in Clay County. Nearly one -half million square feet 
was again offered but this time in two school districts and including 
only three schools. * 

\ One of the schools in the Clay-Duval Program was the Orange Park 
High School Addiction. The original construction for Orange Park iligh 
School was in Program 1-A. This is the only two-story school of the 
thirty systems projects in the State. The architectural and engineering 



/k/ The inflation figure in Florida during the period was from l/2^ 
to l-l/2^t per month, depending on the pajrbicular construction area. 
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firm for Orange Pwk High School ^ listed in Appendix B, is one of 
three fims Adaich have done two s^^ 

The average price of struct\ire/ HVAC and lighting/ ceili^ 
$^.580 , as compeired to the $1^ for Program 3 which was bid six 
months earlier. Applying the inflation increase of 1/29^ per month, 
the net change was nearly ^ downwaril • Or, to look at it in another 
way , the systems costs were holding the line against inflation. A 
major difference between Program 3 and the CLay-Duval Program was 
the distribution of the work. Program 3 has eight schools — six 
in Leon (Jounty, one in Seminole County and one in Palm Beach County. 
In Clay-Duval , the three school locations fall within a circle, 10 
miles in diameter , laid over the Jacksonville area. 

When the systems prices are compared for the basic three systems , 
for Program 1-A ($5,138) and the Clay -Duval Project ($^.580), we find 
that the average cost is 10^ lower in the larger program. When the 
l/Sjt per morith inflation factor is applied for the twenty months 
between the two bids , the net savings is 20^ in the systems cost. 

Two small programs have been bid since June , 1969 and in both 
cases the cost of systems went up significantly. Both programs were 
well under 100 ,000 square feet in size . We can only conclude that the 
cost is related to the volume of fered the bidders. Graph II on the 
following page displays this information effectively. 



ECONOMY 

Evidence is offered £fi t))^ preceding section that when one -half 
ndllion squaxe feet are purchased in one bid, the cost of the prebid 
subsystems may be reduced as much as aD^. But iirtiat is the total con- 
struction cost of the buildings idiich used the subsystems, and how do 
the costs compare to conventional construction of the same period? 
In Appendix C you can review construction cost figures for the last 
two fiscal years. . 

Graph 1 illustrates this information. Systems schools were 
constructed for 39t less than non-systems schools of the same period. 
This sample includes fifty-two schools. Eleven of the fifty-two schools 
were in SSP 2 and 3„ Trtiere prebid systems were purchased for a substan- 
tial savings. Why were systems purchased at a significantly reduced 
cost and finished buildings purchased at nearly the same cost? Several 
reasons are evident. Budgets were established for the schools without 



OEAPH II 




regewrd to whether systems were included or not. The architect's 
responsibility was to provide the educational requirem as com- 
pletely as possible , within the budget . After the subsystems prices 
were established, each architect knew how much money remained to 
complete the buildings and his charge to satisfy all 

needs within the budget . Seldom are moneys suf f i cient to satisfy 
all needs and seldom, at least in recent years , have bids been 
significantly lower than the budget. 

It appears that the client and the architects may have an 
element of control oyer costs when using the systems process which they 
lose on the nonsystems part of the project. 



* Table III contains a comparison of cost data for Program 3. 
The squaxe foot cost of systais is reasonably consistent for all 
schools* The square foot cost of the finished construction is 
consistent for all except the single school in Palm Beach County. 
The percentage of systems to total cost varies because . the amount 
of systems used vas relatively small cu3 in the case of Spring Lake 
Elementary in Seminole County , or the general contractor costs 
were particularly high as was the case witlt Kirklane Elementary in 
Palm Beach County. The bid date wcus postponed twice in Palm Beach 
County and then only two general contractors bid. 



TABLE III 



FROORAN 3 

T0TALC0BT / 8T8TBNB COST / OKVBRA L C 0 8 T 



ll. 


h 


M ■ ■ 

lit 
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lii 




III 


U90R COURT 


Bobool "A" • 
(AaterU Mr 
BUMBUry) 






30I.132. 




« ltl3,036. 


•'sat'.; 


|13.9>» 




Botaoi "sr 


PROJECT 


OiLATCOIBDBrXBITBLY 






: Bobotfl "C" 
: BlMMiiUry) 


1 TUIl.OltO. 


♦ 


30l^tU67. 




« "»39,573. 


59* 


• |lli.8ti 




Beteol "If 
(Av^lutaM 
BLasMiUiy) 


♦ 631,1.86. 


♦ 


281,279. 




$ 350,207. 


.■'5511 .. 


♦13.72 




junior Hltfi) 






552.879. 


J"* 


$ 675,516. 


55* 


*13.50 




BeliooX «Q" 
(Mrvltv 


♦i,3ou,a6i. 




560.000. 




$ 7M,26l. 


57* 


♦IU.67 




Bm BMlty 
Wbld 


♦ 719,378. 


♦ 


276.657. 


38H 


1 Wta,715. 


62* 


♦1U.9M 


noM BBium 
coum 


Bchxl "L« 
(UritlUM 
BlMmtaxy) 


1 870,9U5. 




310,000. 


36( 


« 960,9U5. 


61.* 


♦16.83 


comty 


Spring lAkt 
BUMOtary 


« 698,$99. 




tfK>»726. 


3>4 


« U57,869. 


66* 


♦lfc.7«» 


AVRRMn 




« 863,906. 




353.392. 




$ 510,516. 


59* 


♦1I1.65 



V — — ^ 
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CONSTRUCTION TIME 



Data were gathered for both the time required for construction 
and the time required to deliver a pro j ect to the owner . Pro j ect 
delivery time started when the arc^ ran 
until the facilities were ready for use. There is increasing con- 
cern over the time required to get a building under construction and 
completed because of the acceleration of the inflation curve in 
recent yearsv Rapidly rising cos power of the 

construction dollar. Delays in time cost money. 

Hasty decisions can also be costly so speed was sought without 
sacrificing good plannixjg . The pirebidding process used in the 
systems pTOgrams lends itself to ^^ c^ sequence of steps 

\d|dch must take place in the plazuiihg and construction process from 
tfte normal sequence. Normally, the decisions are made in a linear 
fttshion, with one decision following another, but in the systems 
process, the time may be reduced by overlapping of the steps in the 
manner s^own in the following schedule. 



PgQJECT DELIVEg^^^ 9Ct4EDULE 




Most of the SSP schools were plaiined and constructed as shown 
in the middle sequence with good results. The Fast Track Project 
Delivery Process is presently theory as far as Florida's school 
construction is concerned, but two architects axe currently committed 
to testing the theory. The Fast Track Process is not unusual for 
building construction in the private sector. 

The tabulation inclwied at the end of this section lists 
schools funded during the 1968-69 fiscal year. Ti^^ are 
included for all schools . The sample is sufficiently large enough 
to provide averages which are valid. The following average data 
were obtained: 

. 26 conventionally designed elementary schools 
constructed in an average of 303 days . 

. ik systems-designed elementary schools con- 
structed in an average of 266 days . 

. ConventioneuLly designed elementary schools 
averaged 37 cteys longer, or 

• Conventionally designed elementary schools 
averaged lU^ longer. 

• 8 conventionally designed secondary schools 
constructed in an average of U51 days. 

. 8 systems-designed secondary schools 
constructed in an average of 28l days. 

. Conventionally designed secondary schools 
constructed in an average of 170 days longer, 

. /' . • ;: '^or;'-. • • ^ ' ' ' 

• Conventionally designed secondary schools 
averaged 60.5^ longer. 

The reduction of construction time for systems schools was 
significant.- This occurred in spite of the delays caused by , 
dissatisfaction with the contracting process and the newness of 
the experience to many people involved. Systems schools were 
delayed by failure of subsystems suppliers to deliver on time as 
well as the delivery and installation of the prebid subsystems 
being slowed due to the lack of labor at most of the systems 
schools. This prompts the statement that there may be more promise 
than actual results. 



results of a study on project delivery time are conflicting* 
The following average data were obtained: 

. 26 conventionally designed elementary schools 
delivered in an average of U78 days. 

• lU systems. designed elementary schools de- 
livered in an average of 550 days. 

. ConventioneLLly designed elementaa:y schools 

averaged 72 days less. 
. Conventionally desigzied elementary schools 

averaged 15^ less. 

. 8 conventionally designed secondary schools 
delivered in an average of 77*^ days. 

• 8 systems-designed secondary schools de- 
livered in an average of 535 days . 

. Conventionally designed secondary schools 
delivered in an average of 239 days longer. 

. Conventionally designed secondary schools 
delivered in an average of UU.6?& days lo^^^ 

The average project delivery time was significantly shorter 
for systems designed secondary schools {kk* 6^) and significantly 
longer for systems designed elementatiy schools (l99i) « Why do we 
get these coxiflictii>g resialts?^^^^^^^^ to^ reason was the 

imduly long tine expended on the five sys^ additions in Sarasota 
County. These pirojects were constructed in an average of 268 days 
as compared to an average of 262 days for aU systems elementaries. 
However , the total time for project delivery avers^ed 63O days as 
compared to an average of 550 <^ 
schools. V' ■ jJv^ 

The problems in Sarasota which prolonged ^^^^^t projects seemed 
to be related to the chaiige in the 

that T^ch lib attempt 

will be made heire to axiaJ^d a^ files related 

to these projects for this would be a^ r^^^^ "^^^ 
architects and engineers were obviously unhappy ^^ w^ the problems , 
and systems suppliers vere .grieatiy nettled by the long delays and 
changes but all held price coimnitments lo 
.-.period. ■ /-^--^^ 

Apparently^ everyone connected with the Saxasota projects is 
reasonably hapior with the resulting systems buildings as far as 



environinent, f^onctional space, and cost axe concerned. They were 
most displeased with the delivery time. 

On the other hand, some of the non-systems schools required a 
tremendously long lead time before bids were teiken, which may have 
been no fault of the architect and his team but due to failure to 
get decisions from the client . Some school districts us^d the 
building systems because they were interested in getting the buildings 
as soon as possible and these clients may have furnished information 
to the architects faster. 

It is interestir^ to note which schools were built and/or 
delivered in the shortest time. ^^^^ I^ would indicate the potential. . 
The schools with the shortest time follow: 



Construction Time 

Conventionally Designe d 

Itetwlings Elementary . Machiia Coun'5^^^ days 
Glen Springs Elementary - Machua Coimty^- 
Vanguard High School - Marion Coxmty - 306 days 
lyman High School > Seminole County - 35^ 

Systems Designed 

Oak Ridge Elementary - Leon County - 202 days 

Astoria Park Elementary Leon County - 202 days 

Spring Lake Elementary - Seminole County - 20l^ days 

Phillipi Shores Elementary Additions - Sarasota County - 205 days 

Bradford Middle School - Bradford County - 168 days 

East Naples Middle School - Collier County - 21k days 

Fort Walton Beach High School - Okaloosa County - 28? days 



construction vafi v^^ry good for the three Alachxia Elemeri. 
tary Schools listed in the Ttabulat ion • The construction contracts 
were written on the basis of a short construction period with 
significant liquidated damages. 

The shortest times to plan and build follow: 



Project Delivery Time 
Conventionally Designed Elementary Schools; 

Eisenhower - Broward O^unty - 35^ 
Cypress - Broward County - 376 days 

Systems Designed Elementary Schools : 
Oak Ridge - Leon County - 366 days 
Astoria Park - Leon County - 366 days 

Coxrventioiially Designed Secondary Schools; 
Apollo - Broward County - 566 days 

Systeris Designed Secondary Schools; 
Eaot Naples - Collier County « 288 d^ 
Belle Vue - Leon County - kkk days 

In summary 9 construction time was reduced significantly for 
schools usixig precoordinated buildiz^ components • Ihe results for 
total elapsed project delivery time^^^^^^ is much 

promise for reducing both sigrdf icaucitly as is evidenced by the sdaools 
>diere the best results were obtedned but the questions of contractual 
responsibility must be settled and delivery and installation con- 
trolled. Prefabricaiiona^ offer 
something we need. 
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aicn Springs 



FrulrJe View 



TABULATION 

C 0 a S T R U C T I 0 H TIME AND PROJECT DELIVERY T 1 M K 

, • . F O'R - ■ ■ 
HONS Y STEMS E t E M E H T A R Y S C H 0 C L 8 



Alachua 



Alachua 



Alachua 



Site Work» 
Carpeting, 
Equipment 



Site Work» 
Carpeting, 
Equipment 



Site Work, 
Ciirpetingi 
Equipment 



BPI and 
Architect 



BPI and 
Architect 



BPI and 
Architect 



6/1U/68 



6/1U/68 



6/lU/6d 



1/10/69 



1/10/69 



ii 



SIS 



9/e/6^j 



9/2/69 



9/29/69 



262 



tdf^ 



n66 



Easis or c^ut. 
Invest bnce b 
shortest oo?;? 
i^O pev clr,y 
for oon?tr':v 
nation. 



viUuv set 



■■"■'Mi 



'■M 

■■•M 



Areola Lake 



Bol-Aipo 



Grecnglade 



Miami Gardens 



Mlani Lakes 



Ibrwood 



Olinda 



Pritnary "A" 



Lake Placid 



lincllas 
Control 



Flprosa 



Coconut Creek 



Cypress 



Elsenhower 



Paiivoy 



Castle Hill 



HoUyvood Cen. 



Cade 



55»639 



None 



None 



5/1/68 



10/19/68 



9/19/69 



327 



51V 



Dade 



Ul»370 



None 



None 



U/8/68 



5/20/69 



3/2U/70 



307 



715 



Dade 



36»911 



None 



None 



U/1/68 



U/21/68 



9/8/69 



291 



526 



Dade 



»H»370 



None 



Itone 



U/8/68 



12/3/68 



1/16/70 



U09 



658 



Dade 



36,911 



Hone 



None 



U/l/68 



U/26/68 



9/9/69 



287 



527 



Dade 



36,911 



None 



N6ne 



I»/l/68 



11/19/68 



9/10/69 



295 



528 



Dade 



55,639 



None 



None 



5/1/68 



10/19/68 



1/26/70 



U5U 



636 



Dade 



20,000 



None 



None 



6/12/68 



3/U/69 



1/27/70 



322 



591* 



Highlands 



37»U65 



Site Work 



BPI 



5/1U/68 



11/19/68 



9/2/69 



28-/ 



V/6 



Pinellas 



78,600 



Carpet 
Furniture 



BPI - 
Staff 



8/5/68 



5/2/69 



6/1/70 



395 



665 



Okaloosa . 



UU,500 



None 



None 



9/1/68 



3/17/69 



U/26/69 



Broward 



U5,808 



Carpet 



BPI - 

Stuff 



11/1/68 



1/2^69 



12/7.7/69 



325 



U12 



Brovard 



U5,808 



Carpet 



BPI - 
St a ff 



11/1/68 



1/23/69 



ll/lU/69 



282 



3-/6 



Broward 



U5,998 



Carpet 



BPI-iStaff 



11/1/68 



1/30/69 



10/17/69 



260 



351 



Broward 



U7,Ol»6 



None 



BPI-Staf f 



3/1/68 



9/U/68 



7/7/69 



306 



i*96 



Co nc t r u c t i • i i wo r\\ r > : 
ctrJke or ■^'V/p. ' ' 
boglnn I nn Apr I i. 1 , . ^ ■ . 
1969 in Browiird Couiitiyi 
Labor In short supply 
durlii(; total cono trac- 
tion period . 



Broward 



U5,808 



Carpet 



BPI-Staff 



11/1/68 



2/6/69 



12/15/69 



312 



^♦10 



Broward 



»iO,7U3 



^Carpet 



BPLStaff 



UO/1/68 



2/26/69 



1/21/70 



330 



H78 



^bllywood Park 



Broward 



U5,808 



Carpet 



BPI-Staff 



11/1/68 



2/6/69 



12/2/69 



308 



3y7 



Palnvicw 



■■ Broward . 



U5,808 



Carpet ; 



BPI-Staff 



30/1/68 



V15/69 



12/19/69 



338 



UU5 



Annabel C • 
Perry 



Broward 



U5,808 



Carpet 



BPLStaff 



11/1/68 



1/30/69 



2/12/70 



379 



U69 



lUrror Lake 



Broward 



U5,808 



Carpet 



BPI-Staff 



11/1/68 



1/15/69 



2/10/70 



377 



I167 



Sabal Palro 
VUlago 



Broward 
Broward 



•U7,0U6 
U7,Oii6 



None 
Itone 



Nom 
None 



3/1/68 
3/1/68 



8/22/68 
8/a/68 



6/6/69 
5/5/69 



TOTALS 



289 
260 



7,877 



12,U19 



cm 

■x~^m 
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C 0 ii S T R U C T I 0 M T 1 M E A N D PRO J 2 C T D E H V E R Y T I M E 
- NONSYSTEHS SECONDARY SCHOOLS 





SCHOOL 

DISTRICT 

NAME 


SQUARE 
FOOT 
AREA • 


ITEMS 
UNDER 
SEPARATE 
CONTRACT 


ii 


egg 

u CJ Q s 

pli 

S M O < 


I i 

U CO X • 

a aEo 




S 

M 

B 


PROJECT 

DELIVERy 

TIME 


■ t) ■ ■■ ■ . . 


.'^Bo'ca Rfttbn 
"Junior ;JIigh 
Sctool 


Pilii Beach 




Site Fill 


BPi: 


12/27/67 




8/25/69 


395 


619 


Reuse of Plans 


• ApoUo Middle 
School ■ 


Broward 


127»950 


Carpet 


BPI-Staff 


9/1/68 


12/20/68 


3/20/70 


U55 


56is 


Strike of 37 days in 


'Dcerficld/ 
vBeach High / ; 
; School. ' ' V - 


Broward 


238,27U 


Carpet 


BPI-Staf f 


3/1/68 


U/lU/68 


79t 
Coaplete 







beginning 11 1> 
1969. Ubor in abort 
supply during this 
period* 


==Hlr«mar;. 


Broward 


238,27U 


Carpet 


BPI-Staff 


9/1/68 


U/20/68 


80^ 
Complete 


— — . 






: Lauderdale ; 
- iMUies ruQiue 


Broward < 


127,950 


Carpet 


BPI-Staf f 


9/1/68 


12/20/68 


80J& 
Conpleto 








!- Lauderdale 
Middle : 


Broward . 


127»950 


Carpet ■ 


BPI-Staff 


9/1/68 


12/18/68 


85^ 
Cooqilete 




— — . 




c Plantation * 

■4Mlddle'"-r- ^ 


Broward 


127»950 


Carpet 


BPI-Staff 


3/1/68 


12/18/68 


3/18/70 


U55 


7W 




K Richards Middle 


Broward r 


127,950 


carpet 


BPI-Staff 


9/1/68 


2/13/69 


Complete 


— — ■ 






j Kifshlandi Jr. 

::High;School v; 


Duvel; - 


120 Ms 


Site & 
Sewer 


^ineer 


: 10/20/66 


12/21/67 


3/21/69 


U56 


8U2 




.^'i' .Cocoa'- Beach 
■ High School : 


Brevard. 




None 


None 


5/1U/68 


5/20/70 


Incomplete 








vKialeah^ami 
I^Lakes Sr. High 


Dade 


251>000 


None 


None 


9/1/66 


5/6/69 


Ttinatlvc 
3/1/71 






Plana held for ontr 
year for financing. 


High V 

;^;Sch00l.<;/:;V;'_::.;^. 


Seninoie 


173»900 


Site 
' carpet 


Architect 


3/30/67 


9/12/68 


9/1/69 


35»* : 


88U 




^;;!Vaiiguard'''sr.' . 
: High School : 


Marion 


^ 120»000: 


None 


None 


7/1/63 


3/a/69 


2/21/70 


306 


570 




f'Rbrt' Stt Joe 
^clUgh School :;: 


Gulf 


; 153.000 


. None . 


None 


5/15/67 


6/7/68 


7/15/70 


768 


1156 




Hevahitehka 
;;j^Kigh School V 


Gulf 


5'*,000 


None . 


None 


5/15/67 


6/7/68 


8/1/69 


U19 


807 


















TOTALS 


3,608 


6,192 . 




















I ■ 
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P R 0 B L E M S 



The nv^st persistent problem has been \rorking out a procedure 
for handling the prebid /5/ subsystems contracts and the relation- 
ship between the general contractor and his systems subs. A number 
of different approaches have been used >dth progressive in^ 

A sati sf actoxy solution for a program with a single building 
is to incorporate the performance specifications into the architect's 
traditional specifications prescription /6/. The general contractor 
can submit all prices and can choose his subcontractors* This 
approach may reduce the sharpness of bidding competition among 
subsystem contractors. 

On a large volxune prebid subsystems project, when the buildings 
are needed as soon as possible » or in ca.ses vAiere the sch^pol board 
wishes to exempt from sales tax /?/ the materials part of the sub- 
system cost , the prebid and preselected subsystems contractors can 
still be assigned to the general contractors for contracting* In the 
Clay-Duval Program, for all three schools » sepwate contracts were 
entered into between the school boards and the subsystems contractors 
for materials only> thereby exempting from sales tax. The systems 
subs were then assigned to the general contractor for contracting. 
This made the systems suppliers subcontractors to the general con. 
tractors and still enabled the board of education to exempt from 
sales tax, which is a reduction of at least 1^ of the total construc- 
tion cost. On the Orange Park High School addition, in the Clay-Duval 



/5/ Prebid in the SSP programs refers to the receipt of bona fide 
component subsystems bids prior to receiving general contractor 
bids . Often component subsystems bids are received prior to the 
start of working drawings. 

/6/ Architect's traditional specifications prescribe the products 
to be used, rather than how they perform. 

/?/ The Florida tax laws and regulations permit exemption for con- 
struction luider certain conditions which were met in some of the 
SSP programs. Exempting from sales tax is not an objective or 
necessary part of the program and meeting the conditions has caused 
some problems. ■■■ ■ 



-23. 
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Program, exemption from sales tax amounted to 
struction contract. 



1.% of the total con- 



Mfiuay complaints were heard about the problems of multiple con- 
tracts and the advice of the Commissioner's Advisory Committee, SSP 
staff and those who were involved in previous programs is to avoid 
separate contracts. Separate contracts are not necessary in order 
to use the systems process. Leon Coimty entered into separate^^^^^^^^^ 
contracts for the six schools in SSP No. 3 for two reasons: 

(1) to exempt from sales tax, and 

(2) to reduce delivery time. 

Leon County, exempted $71>958 of sales tax. Part of this savings might 
have been used to coordinate the work and handle the problems ^Mch 
did arise but responsibility fell on the architects or administrators 
who were already overworked. The savings can become less important 
than the problems. The sugg multiple contracts, but 

if they are used, to understand the problems involved. 

General contractors have complained about handling work on which 
they accepted subcontractors whom they didn't select , resulting in 
some loss of the normal control. It is tru^^^ 

bidding and contracting process tends to confuse normal relationships 
and normal procedures. Some general contractors prosecuted their 
responsibility very well. Some blamed all problems for delay on the 
loss of control, even in cases where component subcontractors were 
assigned to the general contractor for contracting. 

Obviously general contractors need leverage over all subcontrac- 
tors in order to prosecute their responsibility successfully . One form 
of leverage is financial. Bie SSP Performcuice Specifications contain 
liquidated damages of $100 per day, prorated on $250^000 of construc- 
tion costs for each day of delay beyond a reasonable pre-established 
completion date . Several things occurred to abort the value of the 
financial control in most of the projects. Liq\iidated damages were 
assessed and collected in some projects but the most injurious procedure 
for rendering the leverage ineffective is the failure of most boards 
of education to collect when delays occur. This is caused by several 
popularly held beliefs . One is that the board can't collect liquidated 
damages, which is true if the specifications are improperly prepared. 
Two is that the client must prove a loss . This has been tested in court 
with the result that if a contractor accepts a reasonable completion 
date and fails j he is liable without the injured party proving financial 
loss. Three is that provision for liquidated damages requires provision 
for a reward if the contractor delivers early. This is true in the 
case of a penalty clause , but not liquidated damages . Four is that 



contractors will bid higher* It is true that some contractors may 
not even bid because they are imsure of their ability to deliver but 
no evidence exists that those vho do bid raise their prices and 
sxifficient evidence exists that they don't vhen the pre-established 
construction time is reasonable* 

Lack of effective communication caused failure to effectively 
control production* The liquidated daxnages cla removed from 

the contracts for one county for all component subcontractors by 
someone connected with the local projects, even though the component 
bidders had all agreed to assuming liquidated damages when they pre- 
sented their bids* This left the architects and general contractors 
without leverage. 

Apparently we are failing to control the delivery schedule of 
contractors on most of the sdiools \diich we build because we witness the 
same kinds of unreasonable delays with many projects. Industrializa- 
tion has allowed us to reduce construction time significantly on projects 
using prebid cocnponents as is shown in the preceding section of this 
report , but not as much as we should if we controlled production* This 
is an area requiring further study. 

Other problems have arisen as can be expected with any building 
project but none are of a nature which have or will seriously retard 
progress with the systems process. No problems appear to be insur- 
mountable.;. 

Another problem has been communicating the program to various 
people who are involved in school plannl.ng and construction. Numerous 
groups in the State were, originally negative to the systems process* 
The architects were always in favor of the research program, but many 
individuals were opposed to systems. Ibday the official position of 
the Florida Association of the American Institute of Architects is in 
support of the systems development program, as long as joining it is 
left to the client and Ms architect and iK>t requi 

At first the engineering societies, Florida Engineering Society, 
and the Coiincil of Consulting Engineers of Florida, were both opposed, 
with a few individuals in support . The opposition has changed to a 
friendly and cautious appred sal of the program, with many individ\ial 
engineers supporting the general concept of building systems. 

Contractors, labor, Florito^^^ 
responded favorably in general when they were informed of the educa- 
tional needs and objectives and how the program attempted to solve 
the problems. Commuiiication has been a major problem and probably 
will remain so, but it; is certainly less a problem than it was prior 
to this time. 



CUR RE NT PR 0 GRAM 



Phase One extended from October, 1966 through June, 1967« It 
vas the period for evaluating the fecusibility of a Florida Systems 
Program. Phase Ttfo, which extended from July, 1967 through June, 
1970 has two distinct parts: 

1. State bidding of systems - July, 1967 
through June, 1969' 

2. Current program - Evaluating, assisting 
and writing "User Requirements" - July 1, 
1969 through June, 1970- 

The evaluation consists of several parts* A "feed back*V study 
for Program 1-A is completed* The consultant who conducted the study 
interviewed one hundred people ^o were involved in the six schools 
which were in 1-A, to discover problems with the process, and gather 
opinions concerniisg the end product. The parti cip interviewed 
included Mchitects, engineers , superintendents, principals and 
general contractors • Some problems were identified, and the study 
has proven to be the basis for improvements* 
problem was the dissatisfaction of general contractors, and the 
problems related to multiple contracts. In later projects this 
coosplaint was removed by assigning prebid. subsystems contractors to 
the general contractors for contracting. 

Informal feedback of information, from participants in other 
programs , is gathered regularly and this information is used to revise 
future programs . Some buildings are incomplete for Programs 2 and 3 
at this time and complete ev€LLuation is impossible. 

The Bureau of Research, School of Architecture and Fine Arts, 
University of Florida, is in the process of field testing the six 
schools in Program 1-Ai Staff from the College of Engineering are 
al so involved. These test s are to determine whether the systems 
meet the criteria established in the performance specifications* 
Laboratory test data were reqxxired for acceptance of a subsystem and 
field testing is to reveal whether the systems meet the requirements 
when used by eurchitects and engineers to design actual buildings. 

Assistance to architects, engineers and school officials con- 
t inue s , and a number of bids , including single s chools and small 
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projects with more than one school, have been z^ceived since July 1, 
1969* The staff and consulting engineers to the project have 
assisted by providing up-to.date performance specifications and 
advice when requested • 

In one case, an architect incorporated the systems performance 
specifications into the eu:chitects typxcal pz*escription specif ica. 
tions. The program was bid successfully. Competition was maintained 
between manufacturers by not specifying products acceptable • The 
general contractors submitted all prices and only one contract was 
needed. On single schools this approach proves satisfactory* 

"User Reqtaireraents" (Educational Specifications) for K-thi^i-12 
programs are complete , with August , 1970 as publication date • These 
are being prepared by a consultant working under the supervision of 
the staff of the Bureau of School Facilities. The consultant is 
gathering the new material from education specifications, accredita- 
tion standards^ research and practice. He has visited eight selected 
school districts to determine the program and the direction education 
seems to be moving* 

Community College "User Requirements" are being prepared by the 
Institute of Higher Education, College of Education, University of 
Florida. The first draft is completed and a final draft due aro\ind 
July 1, 1970. The raw material for this project is available in 
written form in educational specifications and campus plans for 
community colleges in the State • An instrument for gathering data was 
developed and visits to some selected campuses were made to obtain 
the answers. 

The development of "User Requirements" is the first step in the 
systems process and is directed at future programs. The information 
can serve as a basis for determining which systems axe most needed, the 
needs that core common, and those that are different for the various 
levels of education in Florida. After a program is oiganized , the 
"User Requirements" will be the most im(portant single source of 
information needed for developing performance specifications. 



BECQMMENMTIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRAMS 



The prime puxpose of the program is research to discover new 
ideas and development for the creation of new designs and new 
products* If a prograx^ is to continue the research it must hay a/ 
practical application for actual construction* Ihe ideas must end 
in brick and mortar y otherwise they may represent only interesting 
theory. 

The first priority is to organize a higher education program 
to meet the special needs presented by our community colleges and 
tmiversities. Most community colleges and universities in Florida 
have some buildings which ax^ three or more stories in height « Most 
campuses are built in several stages ^ which dictates that many facilities 
will have at least two distinct uses during the early life of the 
space* The first buildings must house the entire program ^ and in 
some cases, the original space has housed three different functions 
during a five«-year period* Ibis requires easy and economical converti- 
bility, \Aiich can be achieved best by a rs^tional approach to develop- 
ment • 

Some new subsystems may be added to those previously used in 
Florida • College and university planners are recognizing the con- 
tinuing need to make space convertible over the life time of the 
buildings • They have also identified a need for a complex electric- 
electronic distribution system which could include all electrical 
systems such as audio call, clock, learning laboratory distribu- 
tion and electrical service* The electric-electronic system would 
organize the distribution for efficiency and would provide accessibi- 
lity for future changes. 

A Ugher education program would reqi^re a market of a least 
1,000 ,000 square feet of si^^ce in one package to stimulate manufacturers * 
interest in makizig chaziges* The package sho^ 
least three universities and three conmnmity colleges, \diich are 
geographically distributed, in order to guarantee that the products to 
be developed will have use on all campuses in the State. 

A second priority for future programs is for a building system 
which can be ordered and delivered within 90 days , can provide the 
same levei of learning environment and meet the same functional needs 
as permanently located buildings, can be moved at a cost of not over 
: one-fourth the origiiaal cost Slid costs no more initial than 
permanent construction. It is not to fill the need for permanently 
located buildings but for relocatable space. 
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Pref fi^bricated buildings are available now, but all of them fail 
to meet one or more of the requirements. If the needs, are facjed with 
a rational approach offered by the systems process, an acceptable 
system can be developed. 

The need for "instant space" will continue and is sometimes 
caused by failure to plan early enough ^ but is also caused by sur- 
prises such as requirements that (daildren be moved from one school 
to another, or the approval of funding for an educational pxogram* 
Employment of personnel, and purchasing materials and equipment can 
1^ completed relatively fast when compared to plaiming and constructing 
space^ This tends to exert pressure to move rapidly and buy pre- 
fabricated facilities, which consistently fall short of needs and are 
much too expensive in both initial cost and maintenance ^ 

A third priority is to continue to assist architects and school 
districts to use the systems^ich are on the market. This advisory 
service would result in improving educationea facilities in Florida 
by remaining in touch with the latest ideas and products which are 
produced by all the systems programs in North America and by constantly 
encouraging manufacturers to participate* Performance specifications 
could be revised continually as needs eire identified and products 
become available* 

A fourth priority is to develop procedures for purchasing 
systems on a large volume basis. The major objective of this program 
is cost reductiony rather than research and development . A second 
objective would be to control the product with performance specifica- 
tions. : Periodically, invitations to join would be offered to school 
districts and joining would be entirely voluntary. The construction 
can then be organized for state -wide bidding , or by dividing the 
State into zones which are appropriate. Zoning would be directed at 
increasing competition by compacting the delivery distances . More 
data, on the effect of location as related to volume, is necessary. 
A similar program is in its fourth year for purchasing school buses 
on a state bid. Under this program, thousands of dollars are saved 
by school districts in Florida. The TO substantially 
the same in 1970 as was the case in 1958 in spite of inflation and 
numerous improvements. 

Preliminary inv bioying program 

for systems is feasible. A volume of work may be bid for which unit 
prices are established ^diich can be held for an agreed upon period of 
timie^ and used for work not included in the original bid. This pro- 
gram would not require any actucuL state purchasing and no warehousing 
or delivery. 
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In order to prevent perpetiiatlon of the use of performance 
requirements and to allov for izmoTO^ continue, the require- 

nents aind products should be evaluated and revised before each bid, 
by continually gathering infozmation as a basis for revising "User 
Requirements" and F^rfdrmance Specif ications* The volume of the 
program offered to manufacturers should be large enough to attract 
new competition and encourage product refinement to improve function 
and reduce cost • Further pTOcedures^ may be iirarreAt t^q pirpyide 
the protective mechanism to prevent stagnation* 
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APPENDIX A 
CLARIFICATIGN OF TERMS 



Industrialization of Construction Process: 



Industrialization includes pre -engineering and pre -fabrica- 
tion vhich are directed toward shifting the work required from the 
building site to the stiop or factory where efficiency is higher and 
reduces time and lowers cost. It includes standardization of 
parts of the buildings and pieces which are used to take advantage 
of the efficiency of the assembly line* 

Many stock or standard plan programs have failed to meet the 
needs of education and ended imrariably as expensive falltxres 
because the educational market is fragmented and not as large and 
repeating as Standaard Oil Stations or Holiday Inns* The systems 
process has brought the development of parts and pieces for the 
unique requirements of education and the standardization of parts 
and pieces while allowing considerable design freedom to meet the 
many needs found locally. 



Systems Process : 



The process used in school buildings systems programs in 
North America (incl\iding the Florida SSP) includes the following 
steps: 

1* Identify User Meeds: 

This includes the educatioiial require- 
ments for today and the future as found 
in educational specifications 9 code and 
regulation requirements , climatic con- 
ditions and />ther needs unique to the 
market Eurea zaduded in a project* 

2* Prepare Performance Specifications: 

Architects and engineers translate User 
Requirements into performance require- 
ments* 



A P P S N D IX B 
LIST OP AIiL SYSIQIS PROJECTS 



PROGRAM 1-A 
Bid October 12 1 1967 



SCHOOIi DISTRICT 
SCHOOL LOCATIOW 

BRABTOBD COUMTY 
i Starke I Florida 



BREVARD OOUMnr 
: Mima 9: Florida 



CLAY coumnr 

; Orange Park i Fla* 



HAHE 



ARCHITECT 



COLLIER COURTT V 
- Naples 9 Florida 



OLADBS CCONTY 
Hoore IiBEven9' Fla* 



NASSAU COUNTY 
Cftllahan9 Florida 



Bradford Middle School 



Pinewood Elementary 
School 



Orange Park High School 



Eaat Naples Middle 
School 



Moore Haven ELenentary 
School 



West Nassau County 
ULgh School 



Don R* Morgan, Architect 
Boat Off ice Box 987 
Green Cove Springs 9 Fla* 

a:6aA.(90tf) 26if.236i 

Hire^berg & ThoiBpfionj 
Architects - 
Boat Office Box 1«$8 
TituBviUe. Florida 
Tfele. (305) 267-0711 

Allen D* Fzye & Associates 

Architects 

k99 Kingsley Avenue 

Orange Parky Florida 

Tele.(90^) 26U-2W^ 

William W. Zinmeman 9 
Architect 

283 Broad Avenue 9 South 
Naples. Florida 
Tele. (613) 61f2.Ii5ti8 

McBzyde~^'& Parker9 
Architects 

2120 McGregor Boulevard 
Fbrt Myers • Florida 
Tele. (813) 332-1171 

Akel} Logan and Shafer, 
Architects & Engineers 
110 Riverside A\renue 
Jacksonville 9 Florida 
Tele. iSOk) 356-265l» 



GENERAL COHTRACTOR 

Drake Construction Co • 
Boat Office Box 609 
Ocala, Florida 32670 



Jtalian Evans & Associates 9 

Incorporated 

P.O. Box 1227 

Ti tusviUe , Florida 



John M. Bickerstaff 9 
Builders 

2021 Ernest Street 
Jacksonville, Fla. 3220>f 



Williaffl Vender Linde, Inc. 
And Lonnie Jackson Construe, 
tion Conpany, Inc. 
1238 N. E. 38th Street 
Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. 33308 

Williaffl Vender .Linde9 Inc. 
And Lonnie Jackson Construe* 
t ion Company 9 Inc. 
1238 N. E. 38th Street 
Ft. Lauderd8le9 Fla. 33308 

Harris & Harris 9 Inc. 
lOto Nightingsle Road 
Jacksonville, Fla. 33216 



XaON PROGRAM 
(Conducted by Architect) 
Bid January 13 » 1968 



■ SCHOOL DISTRICT 
; SCHOOL LOCATION 

LEON COUNTY 
TUlahassee » Fla. 



NAME 



W.T. Moore Elementary 
School 



ARCHITECT 



Joseph N. demons. 
Architect 

1200 ThomaaviUe Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 
Tele. (90»*) 385-6153 



GENERAL COHTRACTOR 

Biltmore Construction Co . 
Boat Off ice Box 36O 
dearwater, Florida 33517 



APFEHDZX B • Continued 



LiBt of All Systems Projects 



PBOGRAM 2 
Bid Aagust 23> 1968 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SCHOOL LOCATiqy 

MANATEE CCUim 
Bradenton^ Horida 



OKALOOSA COUNTY 
Fort Walton Beach J 
Florida. 



PAIM BEACH COUNTY 
West BbIa Beachy 
Florida 



SAINT LUCIE COUNTY ' 
Fbrt Fierce 9 Florida 



NAME 



ARCHITECTS 



J.: Hartley Blackburn 
Elementeu^y School 



Fbrt Walton Beach 
Senior High School 



Dwight D. Eisenhower 
Elementary School 



Edwards Bead High 
School 

Phase III Addition 



Douglas E. CroU 
Architect 

1101 29th Avenue , West 
Bradenton^ Florida 
Tfele. (813) 958.8553 

Ricks & Kendricks, 

Architects 

Post Office Box 1030 

Fort Walton Beach) Fla. 

Ttele, (90U) 2Wf-5567 

Powell/Edge Partnership, 

Architects 

Phipps Plaza 

West Palm Beach » Florida 

Tele, (305) 832-165U 

Starratt & Asklof , 

Architects 

605 North 7th Street 

Fort Pierce 9 Florida 

Tele. (305) U61f-l691 



GENERAL COl^TRACTOR 

Proefke Nielsen Construe- 
tion Coiiq;»any 
P.O. Box 982 
Dunedin, Florida 33^28 



Dyson Construction Co. 
p. 0. Drawer F 
Pensacola , Florida 32^02 



W.G. Lassiter Company, Inc. 
U8OI Georsift Avenue 
West Palm Beach, Florida 



Ben Wood Construction 

Company 

P.O. Box U16 

Fort Fierce, Florida 



SARASOTA COUNTY 
Sarasota , Florida 



SABASOTA COUNTY 
Sarasota, Florida 



SARASOTA COUNTY 
Sarasota, Florida 



SARASOTA COUNTY 
Sarasota I Florida 



SARASOTA COUNTY 
Sarasota, n.orida 



Alta Vista Elenentaiy 
School 



Brentwood Elementary 
School Addition 



FrultviUe Elementary 
School Addition 



PhlUippi Shores 
Elementary School Addn. 



WUkinson Road 
Elementary School 
Addition 



Erwin Gremli , II , 
Architect . 
1790 Wood Street 
Sarasota, Florida 
Tfele. (813) 955-129*» 

D. Thomas Kincaid & 
Associates 

127^ North Palm Avenue 
Sarasota, Florida 
Tfele. (813) 958-8553 

West & Gonyers, 
Ar chite ct s & Engineers 
?OBt Office Box 1539 
Sarasota, Florida 
Tfele. (813) 955-23*»l 

John E. Fierce, 
Architect 

615 Palmer Bank Building 
Sarasota, Florida 
Tele. (813) 955-OU67 

Edward J. Seibert 
Architect 
25 Park Place 
Sarasota , Florida 
Tfele. (813) 958-1356 



Logan & Currin 
1003 East Avenue N. 
Sarasota, Florida 33577 



Frank Thyne 
2056 Main Street 
Sarasota, Florida 33577 



Robert L. Brand 
P.O. Box 3501 
Sarasota, Florida 



John A. Ilartenstine 
3617 Jacinto 
Sarasota, Florida 



Rowe -Mitchell Contractors 
1723 10th Way • 
Sarasota, Florida 



APPENDIX B - Obntlnued 



List of AU Syatema Pxojects 



PROGRAM 3 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SCMOOL LOCATICW 

LEON couim 



NAME 



ARCHITECT 



Ikllahaasee » Florida School 



i^pAlaehee Elementary 



LEON COUNTS 
TallahaBsee « Florida 



COUMTO 
Tillahasaee » Florida 



LB.OW ccumr 

TcOJlahaasee , Florida 



LEON COUNTY 
Ttodlahaasee , Florida 



LEON COUNTST 
Mlataaaaee « Florida 



LEON COOHTT 
TiUaba88ee« Florida 



MANATEE COUNTSr 
Bradenton » Florida 



PAW BEACH COUNTY 
Vest P^Oa Beach, Fla* 



SARASOTA CGinm 
Saraaota» Florida 



8EMIN0E2 COUNTY 
Altanoiite Qpringe, Fla« 



Astoria Park 
Elementary School 



Belle Vue Junior High 
School 



Elonentaty School "B" 



Fairviev Middle School 



New Sealey Elementaxy 
School 



Oak Ridge ELementazy 
BefaMl 



J . Hartley Blackburn 
EUmentary School 
(Cabinets Only) 



Kirklane Elementaxy 
School 



BzentvDOd Elementaxy 
School Addition 
(Cabinets Oiily) 



Spring Lake Elementary 
School 



Forrest R. Coxen, 
Architect 
Avaat Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 
Tola. (90UV 22U.6317 

Joseph N« Qeaons, 
Architect 

1200 ThomasviUe Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 
Ttele. (90U) 385-6153 

Kuddleston, Satterfield, 
Birans & Lillie, Architects 
& Engineers 

1215 West Tharpe : Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 
atele. (90U) 385-2136 

Saxon P« Boyner 

Architect 

233 Office FLaaa 

Tallahassee, Florida 

Tele. (90U) 877-5W»7 

Barrett, Baffin & Ooloney 
Architects & Engineers 
P.O. Box 1698 
TUlahassee » Florida 
Tale. (90U) 22U.9176 

Mays Lexoy Gray, Architect 
5U7 North Monroe 
Tallahassee, Florida 
Tele. (90U) 22U.5218 

Robert Maybin/Warren DLxon 
Architects . 
215 West Park Avenue 
lUlahassee, Florida 

Douglas E. CroU, Architect 
1101 29th Avenue, West 
Bradenton, Florida 
Tele. (813) 7U7-189I* 

Povell/Edge Partnership 
Phipps Plasa 

West Palm Beach, Florida 
Tele. (305) 832.I65U 

D. HxMBas Kincald & Aaso. 
I27U North Palm Avenue 
Sarasota, Florida 
Tele. (813) 958-8853 

Schneiser Associates 
Architect's/Engineers 
I7U Comstock, West 
Winter Parte, Florida 
M.e. (305) 6lf7-WlU 



GENERAL COMTOACTOR 

Albrltton-WllUams, Inc. 
2025 South Monroe 
Tallahassee, Florida 3^304 



B & H Construction Company 
P. 0. Drawer 1139 
Quincy» Florida 



Bullard Engineering 
Coomany 

53^ East Tennessee 
Tallahassee, Florida 



NO BID - PROJECT SET 
ASIIE. 



Bums, Klrkley & Williams 
Company 
ZUlah Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 



Bullard Engineering Co. 
523i East Tennessee 
Ttilahassee, Florida 



B & H Construction Co. 
P.O. Drawer II39 
Qulncy 9 Florida 



NOT A GENERAL CONTRACT 



W.Q. Lasslter Conqpany, Inc. 
U8OI Georgia Avenue 
West P^ Beach, Florida 



NOT A GENERAL CONTRACT 



Edward White Constm', Inc. 
P. 0. Box 2591 
Orlando, Florida 328OI 
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APPENDIX B - Continued 



List of All Systems Projects 



CLAY-DOVAL PROJECT 

(Conducted by Architects) 
Bid June 19» 1969 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SCHOOL LOCATION 

CUY COUNTY 

Orange Beurk, Florida 



DUVAL COUNTY 
Jacksonville 9 Florida 



DUVAL COUNTY 
Jacksonville, Florida 



NAME 



ARCHITECT 



Orange Ffeurk High School 
Addition 



Edward H. White Senior 
High School 



Sandleuood Junior . 
Senior High Coiqplex 



Allen D. Fxye & Associates 

Architects 

k^S Kingsley Avenue 

Orange Park, Florida 

T^le. (SOk) 26h^2kek 

Willis & Veenstra 
Architects 

kH East Monroe Street 
Jacksonville, Fla. 32202 
Tble. (901*) 355-071** 

Karzy E. Buxtis, Jr. 
Architect 

Ull* Prudential BuUdlng 
Jacksonville, Florida 
Ttele.(90^) 396-2372 



GENERAL COMTRACTOR 

R<B. Gay Construction Co. 
P.O. Box 3995 
Jacksonville , Florida 



Batson Cook Contractor 
Florida National Bank 
Jacksonville, Florida 



Batson Cook Contractor 
Florida National Bank 
Jacksonville, Florida 



MARTIN PROrECT 

(Conducted by Architect) 
Bid August 28, 1969 



MARTIN COUNTY 

Jensen Beach, Florida 



MARTIN COUNTY 

Jensen Beach , Florida 



Jensen Beach Elementary 
School 



Indlantovn lUddle 
School 



Starratt & Asklof , 
Architects 

605 North 7th Street 
Fbrt Pierce, Florida 
Tele. (305) l»61f.l691 

Starratt & Asklof , 
Architects 

605 North 7th Street 
Fort Pierce, Florida 
Ttele. (305) l«6U.l691 



Oden Construction Co « 
P.O. Box Zk29 
Orlando, Florida 32802 



Reinhold Construction Co. 
P.O. Box 666 
Cocoa, Florida 



ALACHUA.-HERNANDO PROJECT 

(Conducted by Architects) 
Bid October ih, 1969 



ALACHUA COUNTY 
Gainesville, Florida 



ALACHUA COUNTY 
Gainesville, Florida 



HERNANDO COUNTY 
Brooksvllle , Florida 



Alachua Elementary 
School 



High Springs Eiemen* 
tary School 



Brooksvllle Elemen- 
tary School 



Campbell & Salley 
Architects 

218 southeast First Street 
Gainesville; Florida 326OI 
Tele. (90l») 372-8li2l» 

Adams & Hunter , Architects 
1230 Northeast Ninth Avenue 
Gainesville, Florida 326OI 
Tele. (90l>) 376JB27l> 

John W. White, Architect 
10 W^st Broad Street 
Brooksvllle, Florida 
Ttele. (SOk) 796-2130 



WITHDREW FROM SYSTEMS 
PROGRAM 



Arnold & Wrijght Contractors 
90k South Main 
Gainesville , Florida 



Forrest HlUs Bldg. 

P.O. Box 273 

Lake City, Florida 



Co. 



BAKER 



DIXIE fcHmTI . ALACHUA 



NASSAU 

'^;;bOVAI.; 
jCUY S'^-'A 



PUTNAM 



LEVY 



' 1 I 




- T"^' 'MARION'" :. 








;^tAKE 

V 


'HERNANOoSw 



PASCO 



HAROEE 



P R 0 G R A M 1-A 



WEST NASSAU COUNTX HIGH SCHOOL, NASSAU COUNTY 
ORANGE PARK HIGH SCHOOL, CLAY COUNTY 
BRADFORD MIDDLE SCHOOL, BRADFORD COUNTY 
PINEWOOD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, BREVARD COUNTY 
MOORE HAVEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, GLADES COUNTY 
EAST NAPLES MIDDLE SCHOOL, COLLIER COUNTY 
OCALA HIGH SCHOQL.ADDITION, MARION COUNTY* 



* OCALA HIGH SCHOOL ADDITION WITHDRAWN .FROM PROGRAM 
AFTER RECEIPT OF SYSTEMS BIDS. 




uOSCCOLA 



POLK 



INDIAN 



ISOTO 



CHARLOTTE 




LEE 



o 



' ..HENOflY 



QOLLIEB^ 



r MONROE 



PALM BEACH' 



.BROWARO 



OADE 



I 
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SCHOOLROUSE SYBIEEMS PROJECT . FROOBAM 1^ 
October 12, 1967 
BID lABUIATION BY CCMPATIBILmr 



■ 

STRUCTURE 




LIGHTINO/CBILIRG 




AIR CONDITIQRIHO 




TOTAL 


':: Manufac.tttrer 


Amount 


Maimfactiurer 


Amount 


Manufacturer 


Amount 




(2) Maconiber 




(2) AnBBtxong Cork 


$36U,000 


(2) Lennox Industries 


$1|89,^ 


(1) $1,306,895 


RonaeSteel 


^30,000 


Amatrong Cork 


36U,000 


Hill Yoxk 


538,000 


1,332>000 


HoudalUe. 












58U,989 


; Aaning^ohnaon 


296,287 


Lennox Industries 


51>*»970 


1,367,171 . 


Rheem/Dudley 


Annlng-Johnaon 


282,100 


. Lennox Industries 


51>*»970 


1,382,059 


. RbudalUe. 










- - iiuvaXwwriBllb 


555 •51'* 


: . AxiDStrong Cork 


jD4,000 


Lennox Industrleir 


:<W9>'KX) 


1,I|09,31>» 


Naeomber 




lAOdnoua Ceilings 


>*97»096 


Lennox Industries 


ii89,^ 


l,'t39,99l 


Ronae Steel 


U30,000 


; Luminous Ceilings 


>*97»096 < 


mil York 


538,000 


1,1165,096 


V M&coiober 




Axnstrong Coxk- 


3^,000 


ITT Ifosbltt 


673,277 


1, '•66 ,772 


Hbudallle. 










Dural-^ght 


555,91>* 


; Anning-Johnson 


296,287 


ITT Nesbitt 


6U5,U90 


1,1*97,691 


: Rheen^Dudley 


58U,989 


Anning-Johnson 


282,100 


ITT Nesbitt 


6«i5,>*90 


1,512,579 


Houdaille. 










Duval.Wright 


555,911* 
U53»W 


Luminous Ceilings 


>*97,096 


; Lennox Industries 


U89,toO 


l,5l»2,tilD, 


...... Macomber ; ^ \ 


Luminous Ceilings 


>*97,096 


ITT Nesbitt 


6liO,7Dl 


1,591,292 


HoudalUe. 










Duval-Wrlght 


555»91>* 


Axnstrong Cork , 


. 36U,000 


ITT Nesbitt 


673,277 


1,593,191 


HoudalUe. 










Duval-Wright 


555,91>* 


Luminous : Ceilings 


>*97,096 


ITT Nesbitt 


6liO,7Dl 


1,693,711 


Rheem/Dudley ; 


584,989 


Luminous Ceilings ; 


>*97,096 


ITT Nesbitt 


6to,701 


1,722,786 



BID BREAKDOWN Era SCHOOL 



SCHOOLS 


DISTRICT 


STRUCTURE 


(3) Cost 
Sqt Pt« 


lightinq/ 

GEILINQ 


ih) Cost 
Sq. Ft. 


AIR CONDZ. 
TZGNIMG 


(4) Cost 
Sq. Ft. 


.TOIAL COBT FEB SCHOOL 
Sq. Ft. TOTAL 


Bradford 
Middle School 


Bradford 


$ 60,357 


$1.64 


$ »*5,3l6 


$1.30 


1 8o,UUi 


$2.31 


$5-25 


1 186,114 


Pinenood Elem* 
School 


Brevard 


Alt. 2, 303 

kkfi&r 


1.61 


33,131 


1.23 


116,058 


1.70 




125,559 


Orange Park 
High School 


Clay 


57,6W 


1.97 


'lO»055 


1-33 


62,962 


2.09 


5.39 


160,665 


East Naples 
Middle School 


OoUier 


ll6,58>f 


1.5>* 


102,320 


■ 1.1*9 


129,928 


1.88 


k.91 


3'i8,832 


Moore Hsven 
Elem* School 


Glades 


88,026 


1.56 


69,9»a 


1-53 


86,286 


1.89 


4.98 


2UU,253 


Ubraxy&12 
classrooms 
Additions 
Ocala High 


Marion 


33,>*19 


1.5>* 


30,61a 


1.90 


32,850 


2.6k 


5.it8 


96,910 


West Nassau Co. 

High School 


Nassau 


51,091 


1.73 


^2,596 


l.l»l» 


50,87>* 


1.72 


4.89 


lUU,56l 


TOTALS 


*^53,>*95 




$361^,000 




|li89,i(00 




^.06 


*l,306i895 



[1) Lowest Conqpatible Grouping 

^2) Apparent Low Bidders 

|3) Cost per square fbot of roof area \. 

M) Cost per square foot of enclosed building 
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WEST NASSAU COUNTY HIGH SCHOOL 
Callahan, Florida 
Schoolhouse Systems Pro ject -Program 1-A 
Akel, Logan & Shafer 9 Architects & Engineers 
Ibtrris & Harris , Inc. , General Contractors 



BUILDING SUBSYSTEMS BIDS RECEIVED October 12, 1967 

(School board directed that the subsystems 
. contractors would contract with the general 
contractor when he became determined. ) 
GENERAL CONSTRUCTION BIDS RECEIVED (rejected) ■ January 26, 1968 

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION BIDS RECEIVED (awarded) February 16,1968 

(The general contractor contracted with all 
subsystems contractors.) 
COMPIETION DATE September 7, I968 

COST DATA: 

1. Building subsystems .1 $ l8l,660^ 

. ; 2; General construction .... . ... ...... .... ...... . . . ... . . . 1 255a390 

Subtotal $ 437,050 

3. Sitework $ 32,350 

TOTAL ^ 469,400 

Design Capacity: U20 pupils 

; Areas - General .................................. 30,432 

- Entrances, courts, etc. @ 1/3 ............ ^2^^992 • 

TOTAL 33,424 square feet 

Cost/Sq.Pt. - Building subsystems (S, L/C & HVAC) ...... .. $ 4.30 

- Building subsystems (S, L/C, P & HVAC ) .... . $ 5.44 

- Building only .............................. $ 13. 08 

- Total (including sitework) $ l4.04 

Cost per pupil ............................................$ l,117.6l 



*Final adjusted costs for systems will differ slightly 
from the figures in the bid breakdown per school on 
page UO. 



WEST NASSAU COUm HIGH SCHOOL 
Calleihan^ Florida r 



GENERAL CONTRACTOR'S SCHEDULE OF COSTS FOR PAYMBNTS 



NO, ITEMS SITEWORKS FURNISHINGS BUILDING ONLY TOTALS 

$ ? $ ? 

1* Bonds / layouts ^ etc* ^^'tOO ^j'KX) 
2. Site "work 

a* excavation^ grading > 

fill and soil treatment k^k^O k^k^O 

b. piling 8,600 8,600 

c* paving and curbs lU^^OO lU^^OO 

d* storm sewer 3^600 3,600 
3« Concrete 

a. pile caps 3^800 , 3,800 

b. grade beams h>S50 ^>9^0 
. c floor slab 10,910 10,910 

d. tie beams 1,820 1,820 
e* student entry ^ cou3rtyard 

& principca's court 3j2l»0 3,2l40 

f • steel and wire mesh U,l400 ^,1400 

g. walks 1,850 1,850 

h. tests kOO I4OO 

i. lightweight deck 7,300 7,300 

4. Masonry 

a. brick 22,300 22,300 

b. block 11,200 11,200 

5. Misc. me talwork and walk cover 3,100 3,100 

6. Carpent3ey U,600 5,600 
7- Millwork 10,750 10,750 
8; Roofing and sheetmetal 8,1*00 8,^400 
9. Metal doors and frames 3,800 3,800 
10 • Aluminum windows 1,600 1,600 
!!• Glazing, fascia, alum* entrances & doors 7,000 7,000 

12. Finish hardware - 4,100 4,100 

13. Resilient floor covering 6,500 6,500 
Ik. Ceramic tile 3,250 3,250 

15. Paint, glaze coat, caulk 5,250 5,250 

16. Ibilet partitions, accessories, flagpole 1,670 1,670 
17* Educational equipment 8,900^ 8,900* 
18. Food ser\rice equipment 22,800 22,800 
19* Carpeting U,200 U,200 

20. Building subsystems 

a. Staructure (Macomber V-Lok) 51,860 51,860 

b. Lighting/Ceiling (Armstrong C-60) 1^1,000 Ul,000 

c. Partition (Aetna Aetnawall) 37,900 37,900 

d. HVAC (Lennox DMZ) 50,900 50,900 

21. Electrical 32,100 32,100 

22. Mechanical 50,500 50,500 

23. Final cleanup 5OO 500 

!Itotals ? 32,350 $ *^37,050 $469, WO 



This includes science room casework, sinks , . etc* , home economics case- 
works, sinks, stoves, refrigerators, etc ^ V 



ORANGE PABK SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 
Orange Park, Florida 
Schoolhouse Systems Project -Program 1-A 
Allen Prye and Associates , Architect s and Engineers 
John M. Bickerstaff , Builder-General Contractor 



BUILDING SUBSYSTEMS BIDS RECEIVED 
r ( School board directed that the subsystems 

contractors would contract with the general 

contractor when he became; determined. ) 
GENERAL CONSTRUCTION BIDS RECEIVED 
; - (Advertising for bids was delayed approximately 
v; six months awaiting funding of an approved 

PL 815 Project. The project was finally. 

funded from state and local funds.) 
SUBSTANTIAL C(»1PLETI0N DATE 



October 12, 1967 



June: 18, 1968 



April 5, 1969 



COST DATA: 



1. 
2. 



Building subsystems . . 
General construction 



Sitework 



••• * 195,703* 

••• $ 239,973. 

... $ ^^35,^76 

• • $ 15,566 

TOTAL $, U51,2U2 



SUBTOTAL 



Design Capacity: 600 pupils 
Area - General . . . . . ...... . . . 



31 ,350 square feet 



Cost/Sq.Ft. - Building subsystems (S, L/C &HVAC) . . ... $ 

- Building subsystems (S, L/C, P & HVAC) . . $ 

- Building only . . . . . . . .... ... ... . .... . . . . | 

- Total (including sitework) ........... . . $ 



5-30 
6.2l^ 
13.90 
1*^.39 



Cost per pupil 



752.07 



♦Final adjusted costs for systems will differ slightly 
from the figures in the bid breakdown per school on 
page ho. 



I;; 
f 



ORANGE PARK SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 
Orange Park, Florida 

GENERAL CONTRACTOR'S SCHEDULE OF COSTS FOR PAYMENTS 



ITEMS 



SITEWORKS 
f 



FURNISHINGS 
? 



1 



NO. 

1. Performance Bond 

2. iSupervision 

3. Clearing 
k» Earthwork 

5. Utilities 1,112 

6. Curbs & gutters 

7. Paving 10,97'^ 

8. Concrete 

9. Masonry 

10. Rough Carpentry 

11. Miscellaneous Steel 

12. Steel Stairs 

13. Roofing, Insul. & Sheet Metal 
Ik. Skylites 

15. ^^ : C^ 

16. Drivall 

17 i Toilet partitions 

,18. Toilet accessories 

19 • Lab equipment 

20. Metal door frames 

21. Finish Carpentry 
22. , Finish hardware 
23. , Resilient flooring 
2k. Carpet 

25. Quarry tile 

26. Fainting 

27. Cement wall coating 

28. Platform risers 

29. Fire extinguishers 

30. Plumbing & ventilation 

31. "Electrical 

32. Building subsystems ' 

a. Structure (Macomber V-Lok) 

b. Lighting/Ceiling (Armstrong C-60) 

c. Peurtitions (Hauserman Doublewall) 

d. HVAC ( Lennox TM.) 



BUILDING ONLY 



7,210 
898 
2,687 



21,190 
35,787 
7kQ 

6,1^79 
2,877 
8,511 
200 

12,299 
502 
1,200 
689 
2,kl0 

675 
11,710 
»^,965 
6,363 
17,991 
2,218 

3,131 
625 

l,9»^5 
133 
32,337 
1^9,682 

61,026 

39,897 
29,kll 

65,369 



I 



TOTALS 

U,511 

7,210 
898 
2,687 

I, 112 

3,U8o 
10 ,97^^ 
21,190 
35 ,787 
7k8 

6,^79 
2,877 
,8,511 
200 

12,299 
502 
1,200 

689 
2,lH0 

675 

II, 710 

»*,965 
6,363 
17,991 
2,218 

3,131 
625 
l,9l^5 
133 
32,337 
1*9,682 

61,026 
39,897 
29,1*11 
65 ,369 



Totals 



$ 15,566 



-0- 



$ 1*35,676 



$ 1*51,21*2 



50 



ERIC 



-1*1*- 



BRADFORD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Staxke, Florida 
Schcx)lhouse Systems Project -Program 1 -A 
Don R. Moi^an, Architect 
Drake Construction Company, General Contractor 

BUILDIMG SUBSYSTEMS BIDS RECEIVED October 12, I967 

(School board contracted separately with each 
subsystem contractor.) 
GENERAL CONSTRaCTIQN BIDS RECEIVED February 22, I968 

, (School board contract required general con- 
tractor to administer the subsystem contracts.) 
SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION DATE August I8, I968 

FULLY COMPLETED DATE September^ 9, I968 

COST DATA: . 

!• Building subsystems ........ ........ .......... . . . . . . $ 178,069*^ 

2. General construction , . ^ 235,61n 

SUBTOTAL. ... i In3,710 



3- Fumitxire and sitework ^ 8l,212 

TOTAL ... $ 1^91^,922 

Design Capacity: k^O pupils 

Areas - General. . . ; 36,693 

- Overhangs @ I/3 900 

TOTAL 37,593 square feet 

Cost/Sq.Ft. . Building subsystems (S, L/C & HVAC). ...... $ 1^.19 

- Building subsystems (S, L/C, P & HVAC).... 4 k.Tk 

- Building only. . ... ..... . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . i 11.00 

- Tbtal ( including 11mdture^&^ sitework). . . . $ I3.17 

Cosjt per pupil .... ......... ..... . . . . . ...... . . . ..... . . : $ 1,099.82 



*Final adjusted costs for systems will differ slightly 
from the figures in the* bid breakdown per school on 
page 1*0. 



BRADFOBD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Starke, Florida 



GEMEBAL CQNTR/ICTOR'S SCHEDULE OF COSTS FOR PAYMENTS 

ITEMS SITEWOBKS FURNISHINGS BUILDING ONLY TOTALS 

Bonds $ $ $ 1,780 $ 1,780 

Temporary facilities 1,100 1,100 

Site preparation 3>toO 3fU00 

Footings 5,200 5,200 

Grading and compacting 2,300 2,300 

Soil treatment 8OO 8OO 
Concrete 

a. Floor slab ^ ^ llf,900 llf,900 

b. Concrete beams 2,700 2,700 
c Sidewalks 2,200 2,200 

Masonry 

14,500 
13,500 

»^,500 
3,800 
6,500 
9,651* 

■..■■^■5^200;:-; 

2,200 

^r^,; ;i-,200.^' 

■ i>6oo 
6,700 

3,100: 
1,600 
1,200 
1,000 
32,700 
2,000 
3,500 
77 
1*50 
2,500 
380 
600 
60,000* 

a. Structure (Macomber V-Lok) 56,577 56,577 

b. Lighting/Ceiling (Armstrong C-60) , If5,3l8 1*5,318 
c* Partitions 

Folding doors (Modemfold) 2,000 2,000 

Demountable partitions (Aetna AetnawaU) 18,651* * 18,65!* 
d. HVAC (Lennox D^G) 55,520 55,520 

Electrical 25,000 25,000 

Paving and drainage 8,500 8,500 

Furniture 70,512 70,512 

Totals $ 10,700 $70,512 '■ $1*13,710 ] $1*94,922 

* This includes a new chiller, 2 new pumps (1-5HP and 1-lOHP), 
a new cooling tower and 150' of 6" chilled water and hot 
water lines / remotely located in an''existiiig^j(^tral plant . 



a* Block 


11^,500 


b. Brick . 


13,500 


Carpentry 




a* Bough 


1^,500 


b . Finish and doors 


3,800 


Roof deck insulation 


6,500 


Roofing and sheetmetal 


9,651^ 


Boll-A-Way chalkboards 


5,200 


Steel '6dov Tramef 


2,200 


Glass and glazing 


1,200 


Alnm* store front 


1,600 


Glasweld soffit and fascia 


6,700 


Finish hardware 


3,KX) 


Terrazzo 


1,600 


Ceramic tile V etc • 


1,200 


Resilient tile and base 


1,000 


Cajrpet 


32,700 


Paint and caulk 


2,000 


Spray glaze 


3,500 


Boom names 


77 


Bath accessories 


l^50 


Toilet partitions 


2,500 


Skylights 


380 


Flagpole 


600 


Plumbing and heating 


60,000^ 


Building subsystems 






PIIIEWOOD ELEMBNTABY SCHOOL 
Mims, Florida 
Scshoolhouse Systems Prb^ ect -Program 1-A 
Hirshbexg and Thompson , Architects 
Julian Evans and Associates 9 Inc. y General Contractor 



BUILDING SUBSYSTEMS BIDS RECEIVED 

(Building subsystems bidders to be assigned 
as subcontractors to the general contractor 
when he becisune detexmined. ) 
GENERAL CONSTRUCTION BIDS RECEIVED 

V (Bids rejected - exceeded budget - prepara- 
tions made to rebid.) 
COMPLETION DATE , beneficial occupancy - 

(students actually occupied the school in 
February 1969) 



October 12, 1967 

Februfitry 20 , I968 
December 26, I968; 



COST DATA: 



1* Building subsystiems- • • • - • • • • • • • • * • • . • ..... . . . • ... $ 173,8^^^ 

228,388 

SUBTOTAL r $ 

89,988 

TOTAL $ 1^92,230 



2« General construction - • • ... . . . 

3 • Furniture and sitework 



Design Capacity: I+80 pupils 

Areas - General. ......... ... . . . . .... . .... ... 27^935 

- Borches, etc. @ l/2 936 

TOTAL 28,871 square feet. 

Cost/Sq.Ft. - Building subsystems (S, L/C & HVAC). . . . . . .| k.6k 

- Buildiiig subsystems (S, L/C, P & HVAC). 6.02 

- Building only. ........................ 13*93 

- Total (including fumitxire & sitework). ... $ 17«05 



Cost per pupil ........... ..... ........... . . . . . . . . .... . . $ 1,025.1*8 



^Final adjusted costs for systems will differ slightly 
from the figures in the bid breakdown per school on 
page UO . 



J;&'' '8;-: 



ITEMS 



PINEWOOD ELE3iffiNTAHy SCHOOL 
Mlms, Florida 

GENERAL CONTRACTOR'S SCHEDULE OF COSTS FOR PAYMENTS 

FURNISHINGS BUILDING ONLY 



SITEHORKS 



ii,o6o 

5,610 

sidewalks , play area pipe, 
260 
530 



Sitevork 

a. Clear & grub 

b. Cut & fill 

c. Paving & base 
d'Maxl (grass 

area) & grass 

e. Concrete work 
in site (inlets, 

f . Clay infield 
In diamond 

g. Sitevork engi- 
neering 

Concrete slab 
Masonry 

Roofing & sheetmetal 
Stucco 

Glazing/ storefront 
Caseirork 

Misc . / caiT)ent ry/ concrete 

Terrazzo 

Ceramic Tile 

Paint 

iCarpet 

Building subsystems 
. , a. Structure (Macomber V-Lok) 
^;.b. ^ Lighting/CeiliI]g (Armstrong C-60) 
' mC'-i -JxAe partitions (Donn Crusader) 

; d. HVAC (Lennox TM,) 
Mechanical 
Electrical 

Furnittxre 28 ,000 

, Sewage disposal 11*^,000 
Water well & 



etc. 



5,030 
6,860 



32,11^5 
5,712 

15,1^89 
U,250 
J+,669 

U2,175 
33,218 
2,010 
2,U80 
3,905- 
25,615 

1^9,520 
35,381 
39,770 

i*9,l83 
23,500 
146,125 



MOORE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Mooro Haven, Florida 
Schoollioiise Systems l^roject- Program 1-A 
McBryde and Rxrker, Architects 
William Vander Linde Inc. fc Lonnie Jackson Construction Company, Inc. 



BUTJjDING SUBSYSTEMS BIDS 1W;EI^^^^ . October 12, I967 

(School board directed that the subsystems contractors 



would contract vrith the general contractor when he 
became determined. ) 

V : GENERAL CONSTRUCTION BIDS RECEIVED . : May 15, I968 

(Contractor bid to complete the work in 200 days 
which v/ould have been November 21, I968. ) 
COMPLETION DATE August 1, I969 

(Co\:Tt actions had considerable effect upon the 
Board's completion date requirements and the con- 
tractor vms given a signj.ficant extension of: time.) 

i , COST DATA: 

I • 1. Building subsystems . ....... . . .... . . . . .... ... . . 268,620^ 

' 2. General construction . .... ...... . . . . . ... .... . . ..... , ... . . | U3I3557 

; . Subtotal .$7007177 

3. Sitework ....... , ................. ... , . . ...... ...... . ... 93OOO 

I . TOTAL $ 705,177 

j Design Capacity: 770 pupils 

\ Areas - General @ fu3.1 value 

I - Covered imlks @ ^ 

[ - Overhangs @ I/3 

- Total kS^H^ square feet 

! Cost/sq.ft. - Building subsystems (SjL/C & ][VAC) $ U.67 

^ - Building subsystems (S,L/C, P & IWAC) $ 5.53 

I ' - Building oiay ; $ ik.kk 

I - Total (including sltev/ork) . . . .• $ lU.5U 

Cost per pup.i 1 « $915 • 8I 



y ' , xpinal adjusted costs for systems v;ill differ slighbly 

from the figures in the bid breakdown per school on 
J 1 ' ' ^ page kO. 



MOORE H/^VEN ELEMEmRT SCHOOL 
Moore H&ven, Florida 



GENERAL CONTRACTOR' S SCHEDULE OF COSTS FOR EflYMENTS 



ITEMS SITEWORKS FURNISHINGS BUILDING ONLY TOTAIS 

Itermits and Bonds $ . $ $ l»,870 $ U,870 

Excavation & grading 3,650 3,650 

Concrete 39,078 39,078 

Reinforcing steel U,U50 U,U50 

Masonry 39,304 39,30U 

Misc. metal ■ 1,568 1,568 

Carpentry 13,132 13,132 

Millwork 2U,391 2U,391 
Waterproofiog and" 

'Dantnproofing • „ "^^^ o '^^'^ 

Roofing and sheetmetal 38,300 38,300 

CaTiUcing 1,238 1,238 

mastering 9,960 9,960 

Dry wall 19,300 19,300 

Glazing 7,000 7,000 

Painting 9,532 9,532 

Finish hardware 3,^32 3,^32 

Finish flooring 3,600 3,600 

Ceramic tile l^,835 ^,835 

Electrical U5,200 U5,200 

ELimibing 26,lU6 26,lU6 

Storm drainage 5,000 5,000 

Carpet 33,000 33,000 

Concrete covered walks U0,000 U0,000 

Misc. specialties l6,U0U l6,Uol» 

Building subsystems 

a. Structure (Macomber V-Lok) 77,^80 77,l»80 

b. Lighting/ceiling (Armstrong C-6o) 68,286 68,286 

c. Rirtitions (Malone) 1^2,227 U2,227 
d; HVAC (Lennox IMZ) 80,627 80,627 

General conditions 28,276 • 28,276 

Supervision 10,900 10,900 

C.O's #1, #2, #3 3^277 3.277 

Totals $ 5,000 0 700,177 705,177 



EAST NAHiBS MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Naples, Florida 
Schoolhoiise Systems Project- Program 1-A 
William W. Zimmerman, AIA, Architect 
William Vander Linde, Inc. and Loxi^ Construction Co. , Inc; 



BUILDING SUBSYSTEMS BIDS RECEIVED October 12, I967 

(School board directed that the subsystems contractors 
would contract with the general contractor when he 
became determined. ) 
GENERAL CONSTRUCTION BIDS RECEIVED March 15, I968 

COMPLETION DATE (substantial conqpletion) October 15, I968 



COST DATA: 

1. Building subsystems ... . . . . . .... ... 1*35 ,719* 

2. General construction ..................... .... . . ... . i \ 621,9^2 

Subtotal {^1,057,661 

: 3. Sltework ................................ ...... ..... 3^,039 

TOTAL $1,091,700 



Design Capacity: 735 pupils 

Areas -- General ............................. 73,988 

- Borches, covered walks ® ^ 2, 381* 

- Finished, enclosed space @ l/3 ...... 1>138 

TOTAL 77^510 square feet 

Cost/sq.ft. - Building subsystems (S,L/C & ..... i$ ^.51 

- Building subsystems (S,L/C, P& HVAC) i 5«62 

- Building only $ 13. 65 

- Total (including sitework) $ IU.08 

Cost per pupil $ 1,U85.31 



^^•Pinal adjusted costs for systems will differ slightly 
from the figures in the bid breakdown per school on 
page kO. 



UST NAPLES MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Naples, Florida 



GENEB/lL CONTB/iarOR'S SCHEDULE OF COSTS FOR lAYMENTS 



ITEMS SITEWORKS FURNISHINGS 


BUILDING ONLY 


TOTALS 


? ? 






Job preparation 






a. Bonds, bxiilders 






risk, etc.- 


$ 7,825 


$ 7,825 


b. Sub-contractors bonds 


782 


782 


c. Insurance 


5,932 


5,932 


Supervision « 


12,706 


12,706 


General conditions 


63,500 


63,500 


Site preparation 






a. Labor, layout, excavation 


5,325 


5,325 


b. Soil treatment 


695 


695 


Concrete 






a. Concrete materials 


21,200 




b. Rebars and mesh 


3,100 


3,100 


c. Form work 


10,650 


10,650 


Labor construction carpentry- 


7,280 


7,280 


Lumber and misc. specialties 


8,210 


8,210 


Masonry 


78,766 


78,766 


Al\mdnum work . 






a. Windows and sills 


3,515 


3,515 


b. Entrance and glazing 


1^1^,000 


1^1^,000 


Millwork 


21^,000 


21^,000 


Misc. iron 


12,700 


12,700 


Roofing emd sheetmetal 


52,000 


52,000 


Lath and plaster 


7,600 


7,600 


Resilient flooxlng 




16, 5W 


Bainting ' . 


9,100 


9,100 


Caulking 


1,700 


1,700 


Kitchen equipment 


20,000 


20,000 


Tile work 


18,250 


18,250 


EL\XDibing 


51^,000 


51^,000 


Mechanical 


9,000 


9,000 


Electrical 


71,662 


71,662 


Building subsystems 


.125,»*55 


125,»»55 


a. ; Structural (Maccmber V-Lok) 


b. Lighting/Ceillng (Armstrong C-60) 


99,980 


99,980, 


c. , Bsirtitions (Donn. 'Modernfold)! 


86,356 


86,356 


d. HVAC (Lennox IMZ) 


123,928 


123,928 


paving and fill . 18,298 




18,298. 


Sewaige plant 15, 7**! 




15,7»H 


Carpet (Bids rec'd in May) 


51.900 


51,900 


Totals $ 3'*,039, 0 


$1,057,661 


$1,091,700 



5$ 



5 



EA9rKA(StE6 




I 



COST 



^ ' '^y^^:ri^'y- ^y-'-''^^^' -S^:^A.:^'^^ /. '"'.i.A.'^-':;"^ rr '.'V:.i\:y: v ; 



A P P E N D I X D 



CONSTRUCTION COST DATA 



The Survey Section, Bureau^ o 
taxy-Secondary Division/ gathered the follow^ 
and tabulated the data* The data is gathered and the report 
submitted to the U*S. Office of EdiKsation to comply 
reqxiirements of Public Law 8l^ . The instructions ask that the 
total floor area include outside wall dimensions with covered 
passageways computed at one-half the actual area. 

Note that reporting was the responsibility of someone in 
each school district and the normal variances can be expected 
which aresult f rem having a number of different people make 
judgments. Fbr example , fixing pupil capacity requires some 
judgment • 



EXPLANATION OF COST DATA ITEMS FOR SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTED 
(New School Plants) Daring 1967-68 



Information appearing in the attached table was taken from 
OE-U038/ REPORT OF CONTRACT AWARDED for 1967-^ 
official fom used by the United States Office of Education to 
gather information needed to determine the average per pupil cost 
for minimum school facilities. The data contained in the table 
are restricted to new school plants only. 

The total cost of each school plant includes the following: 

Construction Contract 
Legal and Administrative 

Expenses 
Archite ctural and Engineering 

Expenses 
Furniture and Equipment 
Site Improvement 

Following are average cost figures for twenty-six (26) elemen- 
tary aixd seventeen (17) secondary school plants: 



Elementary 

*l,08l.l6 (Per Pupil 
$16 .87 (Pfer Sq.Ft . total cost) 
^ik .35 (Pfer Sq .Ft . contract only) 
89?t (total expenditure for 
construction contract) 
$32,059 (Per tea,cher station) 



Secondary 

$1,33^-80 (Per Pupil) 
|l6.17 (Per Sq.Ft. totdl cost) 
$13.87 (Per Sq. Ft. contract only) 
86^ (total expenditure for 

construction contract) , 
$35il37 (Per teacher station) 



Because of the variance of practice among the counties in the 
state in providing equipment and site impiovement at new school 
centers i it is believed the figures contained in the colTimn "Cost ^ ; 
Per Square Fbot Contract Only" wo^^ 

for school construction cost among the counties of the * state . 



C 0 N S T R U C T ION C 0 ST D ATA 
New School ContrActs Awaraed July 1967 through June 30, 1968 



COUNTY 



SCHOOL 



TEACHER 
STATIONS 



PUPIL 
CAPACITY 



TOTAL 

SQUARE 

FOOTAGE 



CONTRACT 
COST. 



LEGAL AND 

Amnii- 

STRATIVR 



ELQ^rrARY SCHOOLS 



BAY 


, Northside Elem. 


BREVARD 


Anderson Elem- 




; Allen Elem> 




Carrol Elem. 




: Imperial Estates El • 




Old Dixie Elem. 




Pinewood Elcm. 




Stevenson Elem* 


BROWARD 


. Lloyd Estates Elen- 


DATfi • 


. Palm Springs North 




Kendale Elem. 


ESCAMBIA 


Reinhardt Holm Elen 


DIXIE . 


I. ' Cross City Elem - 


DUVAL 


FineganElem- 


tllLLSBOROUOH 


'■ Crestwood Elem. 




Kii^BWOOd Elem. 


LEOII :; 


W.T. Moore Elem. 


OKALOOSA 


Kenwood Elcm-. v 




James E. Plew Elem. 


ORANGE ; : 


Apopka Elem. 




. Ivey Lane Elem. ' 




. Lake Sybolia Elem. 




Riverside Elom. 




/ ; Windermere Elem. ■■■■■ 


SUWAmiEE 


- Live Oak Elem. 


VOLUSIA 


, New Elem. "I" 



16 




1*8,1*56 


$ 63I* ,880.00 


$ .™ 


38 


^ 


1*1* ,171* 


703,270.00 


11,137.00 


2U 


720 


35,230 


527,717.00 


11,350.C*0 


2k 


720 


35,230 


531,926.00 


16,576.00 


2k 


720 


: 1*0,61*0 


605,335.00 


11,585.00 


2k 


720 


1*0,61*0 


605,1*70.00 


11,329.00 


16 


1»80 , 


27,020 


l*79,23l*.00 


11,277.00 


2k 


720 


35,230 


51*0,275.00 


15,916.00 


16 

28 V 


I18O 


33,»<00 


1*30,833-68 


9,782.00 


8I4O 


W*,305; 
37,631* 


706,1*00.00 


10,000.00 


22 


660 


577,700.00 


7,500.00 


20 


600 


21,990 
1*3,731* 


1*08,582.00 




2k 


720 


1*96,838.00 




2k 


720 


1*0,878 


511,5118.30 


1,802.25 


26 


720 


1*9,570 


683,937.78 


25.00 


18 


500 


1*3,»»57 


571,282.62 


25.00 


30 


870 


60,000 


950,279.00 


11*9.50 


2k 


720 


1*0,560 


592,930.00 




Ik 


k20 


30,1*20 


1*66,829.00 




16 


U80 


37,329 


l*9l»,200.00 


2,396.7*» 


25 


735 


1*7,829 


571*700.00 


1,637.05 


16 


I18O 


37,329 


1*71,329.85 


1,652.88 


16 


l»80 , 


37,329 


500,685.00 


1,076.23 


16 


WO 


: 37,329 


1*78,351.1*7 


1,71*3.92 


22 


660 


38,815 


1*32,972.00 


/ 850.00 


8 


2^ 


16,900 


21*0,986.20 


150.00 


521 


15 ,^♦9, 


: 990,338 


$11*, 215 ,036.90 


$127i960.57 



ELEMENIARY TOTALS 



SECONDARY SqiOOLS 

BRADFORD 

BROWARD : - 

DUVAL 

GADSDEN 
iOKALOOSA 

HERNANDO 
•lee: ■ 

MASSUA i 

ORANCE . 

/ POLK' / '■■ ■ 
PUTNAM ' 

■-* i> • / . -■ 

SANTA ROSa ' ■ 
SE|.tIN0LB 
.WALTON 
V0LU8U 

><3EcbNI)ARY TOTALS 

GRAND TOTALS^ 'v. 



Bradford Middle 


21* ' 


730 


. Broward Hills High 


78 


2,002 : 

1,11*8 


\ Highlands Jr. 


1*9 


New Quinc/^ High 


27, 


600 


; . Crestyiew Senior . r 


1*1 


1,225 


ViBrooksville Jr.; 


<: 9 ■ 


270 


Cy^r^SB .-Lake.' Sr..'.' 


28 , 


ikQ 


^ W. NasBua County Hi. ; 


13 . 


■ '.325; 


. Meadowbrook Jr* 


Z . 


1,350 


Conway Jr. High; 


21* 


1,500 


: Ft. Meade Jr. -Sr. 


750 


Crescent City. Jr.-Sr. .: 


■' 25 : 


792 


' ;: -Interlachen Jr.-Sr. Vi 


..v23 


712 


: ; Middle Grade; School : ; : 


30 ' 


900 


Lakaview Jr. : \ . ': 


■•;26--' 


7U 


/ Walton Sr. : 


• 26: 


780 


Deltona:Jr. ^ - ; 


,11 


' 320 



3*»,800 
161* ,900 
120,1*1*8;: 
8U,1*10 
110,000 
.9,695 
66,800 
29,500 
103,611* 

103,611* \ 
76,1*77 
75,609 
77,37!* , 

; . 50,5W* 
1*5,21*0 
86,51*2 

. 29,3»*0 



1*15,900.00 
2,399,013.»*5 
1,537,01*5.00 
1,223,581*.1*6 : 
1,896,780.00 

151,9^*00 
1,057,880.00 : 

1*71,372.86 
1,270,395.00 
1,387,798.00 

.852,565.00 
, 920 ,3**'* . 00 

903,161.00 
: . 610,81*8.00 
.537,312.00 
'1,127,230.00 

1*51,706.93 



26,513.77 
• 5**l*.9l* 



11*7.50 

55l»"56 
1* ,512.1*0 

; 3,358.11* 



625.23 
150.00 



,519 



;il*,863 



l,268i970; -4i7;ill*,875.70 $ 36,Uo6.Ul» 



.1,090: 



30,312 



8,259,2l*5 ; ,*31, 329 ,912.60 $161*, 367.01 



CO N S T R U C T I 0 N COST DATA 
New School Contracts Awarded July 1967. through June 30, 1966 



ARCHITECT 
AMD 

ENGINEERING 



FURNITURE 
AND 

BQUimENT 



SITE 

IMPROVEMENT 



TOTAL 
COST 



-COST 
PER 
PUPIL 



COST 

SQUARE 

FOOT 



COST PER 
SQ.FT. 
CONTRACT 
ONLY 



CONST'N 
COHTR.^ 
of TOTAL 



COST PER 

TEACHER 

STATION 



$ 39,901.55 


t 1(0,000.00 


$ 1* ,1*13.98 


$ 719,195.53 


39,921.00 
15,831.00 


92,000.00 




81»6,328.00 


79,600.00 




63l*,l*98.00 


30,506.00 


79,600.00 




.658,608.00 


3^,5»*3.00 


79,600.00 




731,063.00 


I8,l61».00 


79,600.00 




711* ,563.00 


26,552.00 


1*8,000.00 




565,063.00 


16,208.00 
9,956.79 


79,600.00 




651,999.00 


3l»,331.76 




1*81* ,901*. 23 


29,500.00 


90,000.00 


111* ,000.00 


i 9**9,900.00 


50,500.00 
19,»*79.10 


75,000.00 
33,1*1*3.65 


3,500.00 


711*, 200.00 


2,500.00 


l*6i*,OOl*.75 


31,128.00 
17,05»*.51 


1*1,250.00 


7,500.00 
16,1*80.50 


576,261.00 


23,931.33 


570,816.89 


. 1*1,036.27 


1*0,000.10 


28,300.00 


793,299.15 


3»* .276.96 


26,250.00 - 


21 ,121'. 93 
88,713.00 


652,956.51 


»»9 ,889.65 


125,500.00 


1,211* ,531.15 
663,61*5.39 


29,6i*6.50 


1*1,068.89 






25,^19.55 




1*92,01*8.55 


15,»*6il.93 


32,150.00 


3,715.00 
11,368.82 


5»*7 ,926.67 


19,»*35*9«* 


1*0,323.00 


61*1* ,1*61* .81 


15,558.79 


; 26,000.00 
36,323.00 


1,500.00 


: 516,01*7.52 


16,505.62 




V 55l*,589.85 


17,982.29 


26,000.00 


5,1*75.00 


529,552.68 
527,650.51 


28,508.51 
1»* ,1*59.00 


65,320.00 




111,200.00 


15,000.00 


281* ,795.20 


$ 662,009*^1 


.>1,37»* ,311.28 


$323,59**. 23 


♦16,702,912.39 



$1,619*81 
1,007.53 
881.25 

911*. 73 
1,015.37 

992.55 
1,177.21 

90l*.W* 
1,010.22 
1,130.83 
1,082.12 

773.31* 

829.66 

792.80 
1,101.67 
1,305.91 
1,396.70 

921.73 
1,171.5^ 
1,11*1.51 

876.82 
1,075.10 
1,155.1*0 
1,103.23 

799.1*7 
1,186.65 



$ll*.81* 
19.16 
18.01 
18.69 
17.99 
17.58 
20.91 
18.1*8 
11*. 52 
21.M* 
18.98 
21.10 
13.18 
13.96 
16.00 
15.00 
20.25 
16.36 
16.18 
in.68 
13.^*7 
13.82 
ll*.85 
ll*.19 
13.59 
16.85 



$13.10 
15.92 
lU.98 
15.10 
lU.90 
ll*.90 
17.7** 
15.3** 
12.90 
15.91* 
15.35 
18.58 
11.35 
12.51 
13.80 
13.15 
15.81* 
ll*.62 
15.35 
13.21* 
11.95 
12.63 
13.1*1 
12.81 
11.1*5 
ll».26 



82 
83 
83 
81 
82 

25 
85 
83 
89 
71* 
81 
88 
86 
90 
86 
87 
78 
89 
95 
90 
89 
91 
90 
90 
82 
85 



$1*1»,950 
30i?26 
26,1*37 
27,1^U2 
30,l»bl 
29.773 
35,316 
27,133 
30,306 

33,925 
32,1*61* 
23.200 
2U,011 
23,781* 
30,512 
36,275 
l*0,50li 
27,652 
35,11*6 
31* ,21*5 
25,779 
32,253 
3^1,662 
33,097 
23,931* 
35,5:9 



$1,081.16 $16.87 ll|i35 



85 



$32,059 



2l»,295.oo 
8l,9»»5.37 
67,796.58 
67,260.00 
839.00 
9,116.1*0 
63,1*73.00. 
39,165.1*9 
H2,76l*.28 
31* ,126. 96 
1*7,657.1*6 
55,220.61* 
5»* ,189.66 
36,651.00 

67,631* .00: 
25,970.1*2 



70,000.00 
358,950.00 
202,999^98 
250,000.00 
160,000.00 
21,600.00 
60,000.00 
26,007.61* 
70,118.00 
116,1*78.00 
88,000.00; 
17,907.82 
23,61*2.60 
30,000.00 

112,723.00 
21* ,200 .00; 



$ 7,000.00 
55,000.00 
1 ,500.00 
15 ,000.00 

7,500.00 
3i000.00 

V 1*5,820.65 
16,610.00 
37,500.00 
8,567.50 

385^00 



25,000.00. 



517,195.00 
2,921,1*22.59 
1,709,886.50 
1,555, 81*1*. 1*6: 
2,171,619.00 

190,503.90 
1,18»* ,353.00 

537,100.1*5 
1,533,610.33 
1,558,371.10: 
1,025,722.1*6; 
1,002,039.96 
;; 980,993.1*6 ' 

678,509.23; 
! 537,312.00: 
1,307,587.00 

527,027^35 : 



$ -708.1*9 
1,559.25; 
1,1*89.1*5 

■2,593.07 
1,772.75 
705.57 
1,583.30 
1,652.62 
1,061.93 

•1,038.91 
1,367.63 

• 1^265.20 
/: 1,377.80: 

i: 753.90 
;755;r71 
1,676.1*0: 
1,61*6.96 



$ll*.86 
17.72 
ll*.20 
18.1*6 
19*75 
19.65 
17.73 
18.21 
I3.8I* 
15 .01* 
13.1*1 
■13.25: 
il2.68 
; 13il*2 
11.88 
15.11 

17i96: 



$11.95 
15.55 
11.93 
1U.50 
17.21* 
15.67 
15.81* 
15.98 
12.26 
13.39; 
11.15 
12.17 
11.67 
12.09 
U.88. 
13.63; 
15.1*0: 



80 
82 
81* 
78 
87 

do 
89 

88 
88 
89 

■83 
92 
92 

90: 

100 

86 

•86 



$ 812,105.26 $l,652,827.2l» $222,883.15 i:*l9,839,b97.79 ;r :$ $15.63; ;: $13.|»9 ■ 



$21,51*8 
31* ,1*55 
3»* ,8';6 
57,6?l» 
52,9^56 V 
21,167. 
1*2,298* 
1*1,315; 
38,7.':6: 
32,1*66' 
1*2,7^3 
1*0.082 
1+2,652 
22,617 
v20,6C6 
.50,292: 
1*7,912 : 



:86 



;.$38,226- 



$l,l»75,lll».67 ' $3,027,138.52 $556,1*77.38 :$36,552,6l0.l8: . ii:^^^ *13.87 



i;86- 



415.117 



C 0 H S T R U C T I 0 H C 0 S T D A T A 
New School ContraetB Awarded July IV 1968 through June 30 , I969 



ARCHITECT 
AND 

ENGINEBRIlKr 



FURNITURE 
AND 

E^UIFHENT 



SITE 

IMTOOVEMENT 



TOTIOi 
COST 



COST 

PER 

PUPIL 



COST 

SQUARE 

FOOT 



COST PER 
SQ.FT. 

coi^trAct 

ONLY 



CONST'N 
; COWTR. a 
OK TOTAL 



COST PER 

TEACHER 

STATIOtt 



22,983*^^ 
^3,235.Wf 

23,U3'f.6l 
TiSOO.OO 
7 1219.00 
7, 239*00 
8,8i<0.00 
8,088.00 

22,618.00 

7iaoo.oo 

25,058.00 
7,3'»3.00 
7,U77.00 
8,128.00 
25,852.00 
U5 ,000.00 
■ 38,000.00 
31,700.00 
65,500.00 
28,000.00 
65,000.00 
76,000.00 
U3 ,000.00 
32,718.00 
33,326.00 
38,2U2.00 
1*2,076.00 
39,062.00 
35,300.00 
31,151.90 
26,815.1*1 
52,50U.13 
73,525.00 
U3,60U.00 



51,000.00 
51,000.00 
51,000.00 
55,818.00 
55i8l8.00 
55 ,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
55,818.00 
165,000.00 
150,000.00 
1U3,600.00 
ll|0 ,000.00 
ll|0,000.ro 
lj|0,000.Oo 

165,000.00 
70,000.00 
9,186.12 
M* ,583.00 

;65,133?po 

U5 ,278.00 

m,700.oo 
i 35 /)op.oo: 
69,01*2.00 
69,01*2.00 
125,000.00 

1*5,000.00 



$22,600.00 
23,000.00 

l,i|00.00 



275-00 
75,703.00 
1,337.60 
101*^386.00 
1*8,823.00: 
75,000.00 

21,500.00 
: 32,500.00; 

10,000.00 



:862,ol*8.UU 
883 ,738. W* 
881,11*7.61 
71*9,285.00 
7»»3,»»95.00 
7*»7,82l*.00 
769,7**1.00, 
762,819.00 
685,15'i'OO 
7U9,291.00 
759,272.00 
7551676.00 
736,075.00 
767,627.00 
793,595.00 
1,266,350.00 
1,108,000.00 
98i*,6oo.oo 
1,038,129.00 
986,000.00 
1,025,789.00 
:i;237,ooo.oo 

610,000^00 
• 5fl7,61*l*.82 
; 788,528.1*5 
833,363.85 
882,955.00 

; 877,1*67.38 

700,000.06 
689,189.00 
98i*,66ii.3l 
i, 038,3^*1.1*2 
1,581* ,750. 00 
797,199.00 



$1,U2.32 
l,lli0.31 
1,136.96 
1,152. 7H 
l,m3.8l* 
1,150.50 
l,l81f.22 
I1I73.57 
1,051*. 08 
1,152.76 

1,168. U 

1,162.58 

1,132.1*2 

1,180.96 

1,220.92 

l,l|07.O6 

1,731-25 

1,538.UU 

1,622.08 

1,51*0.63' 

1,602.80 

1,37»».»»U 

1|030.96: 

I1O5I.37 

1,111.15 

1,177.27 

1,169.96 

2, 061*. 89 

' 883.58 

:i|875-55 

1,977.79 

1,886.60 

■i,081*.62 ■ 



$17 -7U 
18.19 
18.13 
16.36 
16.23 
16.33 
16.73 
16.21 
16.82 
16.36 
16.58 
16.50 
16.07 
16.32 
16.87 
22.76 
26.78 
26.67 
25.09 
26.71 
27.79 
22.23 
30.50 
15.69 
16.78 
15.15 
17.66 
I6.87 
19.7H 
15. ^»9 
22.38 
23.60 
20. 15 
16.88 



$lS.22 
16.25 
16.60 
lU.89 
m.78 
Ik.&f. 
,15-22 
IM7 
m.8l 
ll*.89 
m.69 
15.01* 
lli.58 
m.63 
IU.79 
18.1*U 
21.63 
21.81 
20.05 
22.11 
22.16 
17-72 

2i*:75 
m.56 

13^51 
13.21* 
ll*.72 
ll*.31 
15.37 

m.oo 
19-71 

20.10 
17.1*6 
1J».79 



91 
89 
92 
91 
91 
91 
91 
90 
88 
91 
89 
91 
91 
90 
88 
81 
81 
82 

a- 

8'* 
8b 
80 
81 

93 
81 
87 
83 
85 
78 
90 
88 
85 
87 
88 



>1 ,072,379.93 $2,1*85^380; 32 



$3^»,U8l.9^* 
35,3U9.5JJ 
35i2l»5-9C- 
26,760.18 

26,553.3^ 
26,708.00 

27,1*90.75 

27, 21*3. 5U 

2l*, 1*69-79 

26,760.39 

27,u6.a6 

26,988.1*3 

26,288.39 

27,Ul5-25 

28,3**2.71 

l*Oi850.00 

50,363.61* 

*»*»i75^-55 

1*7,187.68; 

1*1* ,818.18 

1*6,626.77 

39,903.23 

50,833r33 

30,928.67 

30,328.02 

32,052.1*6 

33,959.81 

33,7^8.75 

53,81*6.15 

26,507^30 

1*9,233-22^ 

51,917.07 

56,598.21 

: 29,525*89 



m 



86 




125,000.00 ; 

23,957.00: 
136,U5.00 
55,262:00 
24,327.00 
' 23,29i.00\ 
" 25i723!.00 
397,800.00^ 
67,997^00 : 
117,966.59^ 
V ,«»5 1953.15 ^ 
^^;68,62l* .oo 
S; 72,990.00 ; 
:::r95 ,000.06 : 

^^1U3,1»»5.38^ 
S85,093.00,J 
191,388.00;: 



$1*86,000.00 
23l*,600i00 

;; 57»» ,775.00 " 

; 57»» ,775.00; 

23^,600.00; 
23l*,606ioO; 
; 23l*i600.00 ; 
l,691|000;oo^ 

: lW,ai3.60: 

Pi 75,000.00; 

:; :33,315^29^ 

;-.^.;?;^;896.oqv 

2i*iiooo;6ot 
250,000.00 

: 1 539,000.00 : 

?^:;5227,680;60i 



125,000.00; 

ioi*,ooo;oo. 



81,000.00 
;: 1,500.00 ■ 

: 5;905^88? 
^ ^»5 ,867.00 - 
;108,l*8X.OOV 

;u5,oo6.oo 



,000.00 

»375:*00,;; 



;$V2,823,000.06 

2,261,361.00' 
^^,79"* ,585.00 

;'*»,63i*, 238:00 

2i260j897.06 ^ 
; 2,207,805.00 ^ 
, 2,253,^52.00 : 
: 8,185,800.06 :; 

e;l,W*2,761*.b8^^ 
:::2,ll*l»,81*7:00 i 

835,511.82:; 
vVl,»»l*3;2l*9r25 

-1,1*93,620.25; 

; 2,023,906.00 ^ 

;::;;3,292,95?.U3;; 

> -13, 269 ,809^001/ 



H1568.33V 
1,796.16 
;2,320.71 

: 2,21*3.10 

1,795-79 

,>l,753r62 
;:1,789.87: 
;^3jl»»8.38' 
,r 92i*.i*8; 
51,767.37 i 
ri856.69 
a,603.6r 
; 1,531.92; 

rii605.00'; 
^1,568.68; 
; 1,929.92 
;i2,o!*2.35 i 



$21.06 
;; 17.67; 
'20.12 

; 19. U5 

17.67 
17.26 

\ 17.61 ; 

c ;32^6l 
11.98: 
11*. 02;; 

;: 16.98 

;;rl6.78, 
^16:87.: 
;; 19.60 V 
16.01;: 
;■ 18.80 



$16.39:: 
15.58 
16.53:; 
16.30 
15.58 

ll*.8l 
15^53 '■■ 
23.91 
10.17 
; 12.76 
13.90,r 
; ll*.85 
:kl^i73^^ 
13.91 : 
:5 17.26';: 
:i3^»»7;:/ 
16.38 



78 
88 
82 

; Bk 
88 
86 
88 

-':73.? 

81* 
91 

^;9o;:' 
87: 

;^.87.;-; 
82: 

88 

:::;81*v. 
;.:87v^ 



$3^,820.11* 



teO,Ul0.7i ■: ' 
1*1,877.06 
■ 65,679.25 
63,^82.71 ; 
: 1*1,868.U6 > 
1*0,885.28 r 
; U1V730.06' V ■ 

; ; 95,183^72 ; : ; v 

27,7*»5-^<> : 
;^ l*0,l»68.ai : :j' i; 
V U3,97U.31- S 
: ^1,235.69: • 

;31,779.15 ^-;f 
in^9,363.^i;;:;^. 
:^pA7 ,01*2:28; '^^^ 
^ii^59,780.3V^;-,;.::i 
i:ic59,»»51..P7:f:-^/; 



^81*;^ 



.$5i,5*»»».8o;;:Klt 



$U3'^728.3V; 




A P P E N D IX E 



PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 
1970.73 



Information was requested of all counties by contacting 
superintendents and all community colleges by contacting presidents. 
At the time of finalizing the report , the following had failed to 
report : 

COUNTIES 

Franklin 
Lee 



Information was requested from school districts for the con- 
struction programs for the next three years . Pages 6I -6U includes 
a total of approximately 13 .1 million square feet and $312 million ; 
of new schools and 3 million square feet and $123 million per year, 
based on current programs without additional needs. A savings of 
1$ on construction cost would be $1,230,000. 

^^^^^^^ : T^ interesting. 
It shows that we will average about 633,000 square fs^et annually 
and about :$15 ,000 ,000 in 289 separate ' proj e ct s . If J oi ned , thi s 
could have an impact on the product available. 

• to our request for information but stated 

that it waB impossible to predict the volume of construction accurately 
until after the completion of the survey report. 

It; wou^ 

Di stri ct would have about $10 million: dollars; in con struction per 
year, provided that they finance it. 

^^^^^^^^i^ • T^ 

althoTigh this information was unavall^^ at the time of this publica- 
tion. . 



PROPOSED C 0 5 T H U C T I 0 N PROGRAM 

FOR 

SLKMEKTARY k ill SECOKCARV SCHOOLS 



FISCAL V H A R 1 T 0 / 1 Q 7 1 



IJcX KANT C0HS7RUCTICI« 



VJtJCH AIiDITI0:?3 TO sZilSTUCZ CaJSTKUCnON 



it 



4- 



A' 



lis 

t> »-* < 

« iTi J« 



ALACHUA 
BAKSH 

EAY 

BRADFORD 



BRH\'ARD 
BRCWAHD 

CHARLOTTE 
CITHUS 
CLAY 
COLLIER 



2)A2)£ 



DESOTO 

ESCAMBIA 

GILCHRIST 

KABrSE 

HEHTRY 

liERNANIX? 

HIGHLANDS 

HBXSBQRO 

HOLMES 
HDXAII RIVER 
JACKSOtr 

LEON 
LEVY 

^!ArlATEE . 
HARIQK . 
r-!ARTIN • ■ " 
nONROE 

:;assau 



OKALOOSA 

GKSECHOBEE 
ORANGE 
OSCEOLA 
PALM BEACH 
PASCO 

PINELLAS 

POLK ; 

SARASOTA . . 

SANTA ROSA 

SEKINOLE 

ST. JOHNS 

SUI'ITER 

TAYLOR 

VOLUSU 

WAKULLA 

VASHIZIG7CH 



TOTALS 7G/71 



_ ^ 



32 



hi 



13 



13 



\6V 
: > v: 



li 



25,000 
30,000 



150,000 

161,600 

7*^1,822 
165 ,000 

10,i»00 
73,125 



150,000 
115,000 
21(0,000 
62,000 
67,750 



33,000 
215,600 

80,000 
552,9!^ 

70,000 

35,650 



22,000 



105 ,000 
75,000 



175,515 

30,800 
2^40,000 
30,920 

63,150 
57,069 
150,000 

160,000 

85,500 

126,000 
. 29,30U 



68,000 



^,^39,W»5 



SLEr.s:rtARY schools 



is 



500,000 
600,000 



3,000,000 
3,000,000 
13,500,000 
2,833,000 
150,000 
1,315,000 
2,U50,300 
5,936,000 
3,591,500 
3,300,ox 
3,300,000 
6,100,000 
l,0l|0,000 
l,12l»,685 



532,»»36 
3,880,800 
1,W*0,000 
9,952,920 

y50,ooo 
666,900 



1,^9,639 
2,000,000 



3,705,160 

500,000 
3,272,^20 
: 630,000 

1,269,000 
1,1^*1,372 
2,800,000 
3,500,000 

1,100,000 

2,132,000 
613,685 



1,300,000 



9'»,819,U17 



R^ 
1 

U 
15 



3 
1 
1 

75 



12,000 
3,600 



ex 

c; M 



7,000 

7,500 

iit,138 

68,233 

70,200 



26,000 
10,000 



100,000 
20 ,600 

. 5,152 

76,000 
1*3,000 
26,083 



9.000 
27,000 
12i000 

537,706 



$ 183 ,000 

65,030 



150,000 

250,000 
25t«,Wii 

1,091,728 

1,263,600 



£50 ,000 
250,000 



1,200,000 
322,800 

103,029 

1,520,000 
860,000 
299,660 



1M*,000 
500,000; 
160,000 

$3,86i;,301 



12 



Rms* 
6 

Hms. 



13 
1 
1 

1 



'6\ 



^1 

55 



?U,C0C 



12,OO«0 
5,000 
Ik ,oco 
?5 ,000 



15,600 
35,000 



130,000 

t«0,000 

50,367 
37,952 

15,750 
2,250 



61*6,570 



215,000 

r.,ooo 
5co,ooo 



10,000 


200,600 


8,250 

3,026 


165,000 

t*9,000 


13,000 
12,300 


?2l,^;00 


3,670 
10, coo 
9,360 


38,867 
170,000 
150,000 


3^,000 
80,11*5 
38,000 


750,000 
l,?t?C,I75 
6J*3,000 


3,000 


60,000 


3 ,000 


1*0,000 


6,500 


136,500 



265,200 
650,000 



700,000; 
826,685 

715,000 

86,to 
315,000 

U5,C00 



49,086,227 



.1 ^ 



PROPOSED C 0 K S T R U C T I 0 K PROGRAMS - FISCAL YEAR 1 971/197 1- 

FOR 

ELEMENTARY A»D SECONDARY SCHOOLS 



ND« PLANT CONSTRUCTION 



MAJOR ADDITIONS TO EXISTING CONSTRUCTION 



2 



X 



ELEMEDTAnr SCHOOLS 



£►3 10 



Eli 



pi 
^§1 



»j in 



ALACHUA 
BAY 

BRADFORD 

BREVARD 

BROWARD 

CITRUS 
CHARLOTTE 

CLAY 

COLUMBIA 

DADE 

ESCAMBIA 

GAIjSDEN 

HARDEE 

HENDRY 

HERNANDO 

HIGHLANDS 
HILLSBORO 

LAKE 

LEON 

LEVY 

MARION 

MARTIN 

MONROE 

OKALOOSA 

ORANGE 

OSCEOLA 

PALM BEACH 

PINELLAS 

FOLK 

SARASOTA 
SAINT LUCIE 

SANTA ROSA 

SEMIN<H£ 

SUMTER 

TAYLOR 

VOLUSU 

WAKULLA 



TOTALS 71/72 



22 



13 



lU 



300,000 

181,600 
127,950 



166,000 
170,000 
150,000 
700,000 
19,355 

37,000 
60,000 



100,000 
205,620 
2Q,k70 
l8t»,301 



52,U29 

82,000 
U3,650 

300,000 
51,773 
88,530 

198,000 
1,110,000 

79,288 
161,310 
95,000 



ii0,000 
88,000' 
160,000 

68,000 
214,000 



5,262,276 



5,<lOO,000 
3,000,000 

3,952,860 



3,030,000 

2,7U7,680 
3,300,000 
18,900,000 
330,000 
U25,000 

1,300,000 



1,600,000 
3,701,160 
1|00,000 

3,300,000 



73'»,O06 

2,000,000 
1,132,062 
7,20U,800 
776,595 
1,770,600 
5,000,000 
3U ,000 ,000 

1,600,000 
3,800,000 
1,800,000 



500,000 

1,U08,000 
3,000,000 

1,375,000 
U, 300 ,000 



$121,987,763 



1 
1 

50 

8 



2 
2 

3 
30 



10 

1 

20 
Rms- 



169 



10,000 
6,000 

60,000 
105 ,3W 

2,250 
12,000 
23,68U 



28,000 
13,000 

30,000 

560,000 



39,500 
2,000 
18,000 



17,000 
50,000 



996,782 



200,000 
90,000 

1,200 ,000 

2,106,963 

5*^,000 



300,000 



U73,662 



200,000 
800,000 

17,000^)0 



800,000 
50,000 
386,100 



272,000 

1 ,000 ,000 



$24,932,730 



4,500 

15,000 
14 ,000 
80,000 

977,876 

9,500 
5,000 



60,000 



10,600 
3,600 
266,661 
109,000 



56,277 
16,000 



24 ,000 



110 ,000 



681,500 
121,446 



5,600 
3,225 
90,000 

1,500 



f 68,000 

225,000. 
£70,000 
1,200,000 

19,557,527 

150,000 
90,000 



1,500,000 



250,000 
100,000 
480,350 
1,962,000 



950,000 

200,000 



377,000 



3,400,000 



1,680,000 
2,143,»*87 



95,000 
6li,500 
2,000,000 

30,000 



26 



11 



2,865,635 



$36,992,661; 



69 





PRO 


P 0 S 


£ D 


0 N s 


T R U C T 1 


ON PROGRAMS 


- ? I 


S C A L YE 


A R 


1972/1 


9 7 3 
















F 0 R 






















ELS 


M 2 N T A R Y A !l D S £ 


C 0 N D A H 


SCHOOLS 












NEW 


PLANT COllSTFJCTIOli 




MAJOR ADDITIOKS 


TO E 


ICISTIN 


ccN^ 


JTRUCnOIi 


















2LEKEKTARY SCHOOLS 












SCHOOL 

DISTRICT 

KAME 


lAJMBER OF 

ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOLS 


NUMBER OF 
JUNIOR HIGH 
SCHOOLS 


NUMBER OF 
SENIOR HIGH 
SCHOOLS 


\h 

S > CO 




TOTAL 
BUDGET 


lAJMBER OF 
SCHOOLS 


II 


TOTAL 
BUDGET 


s 

si 

Pi S § 
S 2 

i 1 


&s 
m MO 


a: M si 

M H 0 

i .1 

D 0 u 
S > » 






ALACHUA 


1 








39.170 


1 587,000 


3 


26,300 


$ ^21,311 










$ ■ - 


BAy 






1 




to, 000 


300,000 


















BRADFORD 






















1 




1^ ,000 


CSAJ ,vv.'s. 


BRGWARD 


k 


3 


2 


1 


181,600 

860,393 


3,000,000 
17,359,560 


6 


10lf,000 


1,311,516 


6 






360,000 


6,?i^3.27^ 


CHARLOm 














12 


9,000 


2UO,000 












CITRUS 


1 


1 






25,000 
i*3»000 


i*iiO,000 
800,000 










1 




in f\cv\ 

mJ |U\AJ 


«iOO,000 


CLAY 






1 




71,000 


1,500,000 


















COILIER 


3 




1- 


1 


— 


3 ,871 ,000 

5,936,000 

3,591,500 


















DADE 


3 


k 


1 




150,000 
700,000 


3,300,000 

18,900,000 


1 


12,000 


300 ,000 


2 


2 




60 ,000 


1 ,pOO ,\JvU 


GADSDEN 


1 








1U,000 


200,000 


















HILLSSOROUGH 


1 








50,000 


900,000 


13 


57,i*60 


1 ,03^ ,280 












Iin)IAn RIVER 






1 






2 .685 .000 


















LAKE 




















1 






6,617 


100,000 


LEON 
























1 


10,000 


160,000 


LEVY 






















2 




16,000 




KARIOII 


■ "» 








»*0,105 


521,365 


















MARTIN 














2 


23,000 


200,000 




2 




63,000 


850,000 


OKALOOSA 


1 








^♦3,650 


1,132,062 


















OSCEOU 














1 


20,160 


3^3,060 




2 




18,060 


370,020 


PALM BEACH 


3 




3 




193,000 
910,000 


5,000,000 

30,000,000 


.20 


225,000 


7,000,000 












PINELLAS 


1 


1 


1 




79,288 
i*55,012 


1,760,000 

13,730,000 


















POLK 














6 


36,000 


720 »C00 


2 


1 


1 


130,000 


2,535,000 


SARASOTA 


1 








30,000 


.1*72,160 


















ST. LUCIE 




■ 1\ ■• 






53,690 
100,230 


827,970 

i,8oi»,ii*o 


















SANTA ROSA 














1 


3,000 


100,000 




1 




15,000 


"MO .003 


SUKJBR 














1 


5,i«00 


. 97,200 


2 . 






1,800 


32,t«00 


TAYLOR 
























1 


5,600 


112,000 


VOLUSIA . 


2 








68,000 


2,866,090 


2 


.50,000 


1,000,000 


■.1 . 






90,000 


2,000,000 : : 


j^WASHINOTON 














- 1 , 


5,000 


75,000 




1 




11,000 


; 165 ,600 i 


[ .TOTALS 72/73 


2k 


10 


12 


2 


'♦,250,U93 


,$i35,folV^ 


57 . 


567,3*^ 


$13,102^867; 




13 


3 


8U,b77 


tlU,66U,69|» 



' A e ir L A T : c ?: 



COMK UNITY 



L L E a t S 



rArrf2;A ;U'ack 

FU. JC AT JAX*'^ 

FLoai: A jticys 

ij-Xii c:xv 
:«:iAn:E ' 

*i 

MIAMI -.-jAUE *' 
•»/ 

•Med 

Tiv'nTir ?:.CKirA 
; KAIOOCA . WALl 'ti 
PAZ-y iiEACl! 

PEJiSACOLA 
FO!.K • 

SV. JOHN? KI'/EH 
ST- r£TE?SB?JR3 
flAnZA FE 

rWIK FLOHTCA 
TALUyUTSKE 
VALSiCIA .. 



: L D I K ( 



56,000 



39,500 
I? ,000 



12,9^ 
160.000 



M>,000 

•a),ooo 



733 .831 



$ i. 60c .coo 

X. .000 



iiOO.OOO 



16.000 

i.iu>.oco 

60c ,000 



l.OJ*i,000 



300,000 

1,151 »ooo 
255.920 

2,500,000 



?20,000 
U,700,000 



1971/1772 



$13,278,320 I 51 



65 />:o 
256.500 

8,0CC 

5C,:oo 



19^,000 
30,000 

260,000 



3C,0CC 
200,OCO 

aoc 
6,225 



2.500 
t5.572 
100,000 

Id .000 
J»1,000 
12^^.000 



1,719,7>7 



1</7S/1S373 



$ 1,755 .Cr» 
7.U0,200 

aoo.oco 
i,OOC ,oco 



5,000,000 .. 

600.000 
7,000,000 
dd.ooo 



1,500 .Ti: 
3.uoo,occ 

5OD.000 



65,000 



753,000 
1,235,000 
95.000 

9II.U3O 
1,500,000 

320,OCO 
■ 620,000 
3.2t0,000 



$ii2,lid9,63P I 51 



eO.OOO 
151.550 



161 ,356 



280,'jOO 

13.000 
12.000 

30,' 

CC,000 

165,000 
6,U)0 



3e 
5 

32 
100 
13 
35 

■. 3^ 
77 



,100 
.000 
,277 

,000, 

,eoc 
.000 

,600 



3.625 



I 1.7^T.'X0 
•jC-, -'"v 



5 ,000 .000 



7,000.00c 

270 ,UX- 

1,210.0M 
3,000,000 

0,50c, ceo 

15^^.000 



1,75** ,CCO 
1,000.000 

l.d50,ooc 

205,000 

C5,536 
1.500 .000 

379,500 
'750 

690,000 
1,320 ,00f; 



H A J :\ P. 



13 



ir.'X-- 



5,irf« 



l,5^C 



50,030 



73,:f\^ 

110 .OOC' 



2,af>5 
i>.aoo 



2l{i,7e2 



i.:uo.o-v. 



l:>5,51i 



5'-.5CK> 



£1 ?^ 



1 *: ^ 
2 



^3i3:.*: . 



SOTE: TJffi FOLLCWIWJ fiEPRESESrrS 3,807,305 .aJiUARE FEE7 15 JEW CC!E5IFyCriCN AKT MAJOa Aj:.^I7I 



njUBlZEi MlLLia'5 DCLUAS HAVE hEEK APPROVEC FOR OaBTRUCTIOlJ 1.1 THE I969 SPECIAL SESSXCK iCR .njTiICa CCaS:EC 'JNTiCi^ TH£ Iii rKf r i:iA:CJ,7i::i 

■, ■ BC?0 AMEritKEJJT. ■ 



AIDmOKAL NTEI^: 



$16,953,570 
U, 066 ,360. 00 
35,951,566.00 



1970 - liJ7i 
1771 -.1^2 
1972 - 1973 . 
TOTALS (1970-71 thra I972.73U 93,871,296.00 
HE flCKM 1969.70 19,000,000.00 ^. 

TOTAL m7 ,671 ,296 * ■• ' 

LKiISLAriVE RSftUSSTS FOR COKSTRyCTiai;, IWTKJVWEKTK, BqifTWDT, ETC. THRCWH 1972-73 IS H.' A-WfT CF .:75 >X^ - .'X 
* The projects contained in the $93»^l,296.0O ao not Indu'le &rcbL*.ect oral and en^lncerlr^ ftei tut;! Inltlni equlSTAin*. . ow*. vm^I 1 'rc;li.;li: ): illt.ir, ".f} •iff.^r.t . 

•. C; • Central 'CMsput •• •' ■• " . • ■ , . • ■ . <■ 

.• •• S:. Scuth CanDua ■ ■• 
K: Ko^rth Caa?ttt . 

rlJT: Scwntovn Carpus • ./■ : ^ '.• ' • 

•KED; cal Ciftpua ■.■ 
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